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Using the Concerns Based Adoption Model as a Framework for Studying 
Teacher Implementation of Structural Change in One School: 
Validating a Research Model in a Unique Setting 
(February 1984) 
Thomas E. Wolf, B.A., Yale University 
M.A.T., Harvard University, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor Jack Hruska 
The Concerns Based Adoption Model is a conceptual framework for 
studying teacher adoption of educational innovations developed by 
the Center for Research in Teacher Education in Austin, Texas. The 
framework is based upon a theory which assumes that innovation adop¬ 
tion is a developmental process, should be studied at the point of 
adoption (the teacher), and is only a focused piece of a larger ill- 
defined change process. Two instruments have been developed by the 
Center: the Stages of Concern Questionnaire which assesses the con¬ 
cerns individual teachers have as they implement a particular inno¬ 
vation; and the Levels of Use Interview which assesses the way in 
which individual teachers use a particular innovation. 
This study used both instruments to assess the Smith Elementary 
School teachers' implementation of school-wide structural innovation 
based upon developmental theorists such as Erikson and Piaget. The 
SoC Questionnaire and LoU Interview were administered to the teachers 
at regular intervals over a two year period. The effectiveness of 
v 
the CBAM framework for assessing the Smith School teachers' innova¬ 
tion adoption is discussed in light of the patterns of the dependent 
(SoC and LoU) variables over time as posited by the CBAM theory and 
established by previous research on the model in other settings. 
Generally, the results of the two year study at the Smith School 
show that the CBAM framework is an effective framework for tracking 
innovation adoption. It is sensitive to both the developmental pat¬ 
terns of the adoption process and the contextual variables which in¬ 
fluence that process. Further research is suggested on the nature 
of the interrelationships of the developmental stages posited by the 
CBAM theory; the relationship between the SoC and the LoU and their 
relationships to interest (SoC) and action (LoU); and, the need to 
develop a taxonomy of innovations and an understanding of how dif¬ 
ferent types of innovations impact on the CBAM model of adoption. 
In light of the current turbulent social context and the demands 
for change it places on schoools, the author found his research on 
CBAM theory and techniques were helpful not only in understanding a 
particular innovation setting but also in learning about pre-condi¬ 
tions for successful innovations, possible characteristics of suc¬ 
cessful innovations, and ways of knowing and discussing the process 
of change. 
vi 
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CHAPTER I 
THE RESEARCH QUESTION AND RATIONALE 
Introduction 
Chapter I proposes the rationale for the research question 
through a discussion of three areas: the recent social context and 
history of educational change and innovation; the characteristics of 
the CBAM model that make it an effective tool for studying educa¬ 
tional change; and, the characteristics of the particular innovation 
at the Smith School that makes the study potentially fruitful. While 
there remains a commitment to educational change, there are growing 
societal concerns about the difficulty of implementing planned change 
in a complex, turbulent social environment and about the apparent 
lack of success of much of recent educational innovation. Clearly, 
effective models for studying educational innovation need to be de¬ 
veloped and tested. The CBAM model offers such an effective frame¬ 
work for studying educational innovation precisely because it is a 
model that is sensitive to both individual adoption of innovations 
and the social context in which innovations are tried. The disser¬ 
tation proposes a research question focused on the study of educa¬ 
tional innovation which uses the Concerns Based Adoption Model as 
the theoretical base. 
1 
2 
The Research Question 
This dissertation proposed the following research question: 
To what extent is the Concerns Based Adoption Model an 
effective diagnostic framework in assessing the Smith 
School teachers' implementation of the structural innova¬ 
tion in their school? 
The Concerns Based Adoption Model is a conceptual framework for 
studying the implementation of educational innovations developed by 
the Center for Research in Teacher Education in Austin, Texas. Two 
instruments have been developed by the Center: the Stages of Concern 
Questionnaire which assesses the concerns individuals have as they 
implement a particular innovation; and, the Levels of Use Interview 
which assesses the way in which individuals use a particular innova¬ 
tion. This study proposed to use both instruments to assess the 
Smith School teachers' implementation of the structural innovalion 
in their school. A time series research design was used over a per¬ 
iod of two years. The SoC Questionnaire and LoU Interview were ad¬ 
ministered to the Smith School staff at regular intervals during the 
study period. The analysis of the data from each instrument was 
conducted according to the procedures established by the Concerns 
Based Adoption Model and determined how both the dependent variables 
of teacher concerns about the innovation (SoC) and their use of the 
innovation (LoU) changed over time. The effectiveness of the CBAM 
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framework for assessing the Smith School teachers' implementation of 
the structural innovation at their school is discussed in light of 
how the dependent variables changed or remained constant according 
to patterns posited by the theory and established by previous re¬ 
search on the model in other settings. 
There are three questions that serve as background and intro¬ 
duction to the research. What is the social context for and the 
recent history of implementation of education innovations? What are 
the characteristics of the Concerns Based Adoption Model that make 
it a potentially useful theoretical framework for studying educa¬ 
tional change? What is the nature of the innovation at Smith School 
that sets it apart from previous studies which have used the Concerns 
Model, thus offering the possibility of the study being able to pro¬ 
vide new insights into the validity and usefulness of the model? 
These questions are interlocking. By discussing each in turn, the 
author presents not only a brief social context for the research 
question but also a discussion of the conceptual framework and an 
introduction to the proposed focus of the study. 
A Brief Context 
The idea of social scientists participating in and actively 
influencing the planning and implementing of social change 
has been a center of controversy in America since the emer¬ 
gence of the idea in the late nineteenth century. The idea 
of social planning and governmental employment of experts 
is, of course, much older. But the differentiation of the 
more behaviorally oriented social sciences . . . gave new 
4 
impetus to the Baconian dream of a New Atlantis governed 
by scientific thinkers and doers.1 
These words begin the authors' book. The Planning of Change, an 
anthology of writings that approach the issues of innovation and 
change from a wide range of perspectives and in a wide range of 
fields. As the authors suggest, the idea of social change and inno¬ 
vation is not a new one. In fact, the theme of society breaking new 
ground and shaping its own destiny has been a central one in this 
country's history. Today, it manifests itself in one way through 
innovative social programs to meet the needs of a changing people. 
Weiss (1972) talks about this country's long tradition of social pro¬ 
grams in a wide range of areas that focus "to improve human condition 
and alleviate attendant ills" and our continuing response to problems 
2 
by setting up new programs. Much of the writing in management 
science has focused on planned change and innovation. Systems the¬ 
ory, the Delphi model of forecasting, computer models, simulations, 
satisficing models, taxonomic inquiry have all been used as tech¬ 
niques for planning change in recent years. 
Issues surrounding innovation have become increasingly problem¬ 
atic as the society has become more complex, itself seemingly more 
susceptible to growth and less predictable and stable. Emery and 
Trist (1973) describe four types of social fields, or environments. 
These are: the placid random, the placid clustered, the disturbed 
reactive, and the turbulent. It is the turbulent field that most 
5 
resembles the social environment of today: 
These are environments in which there are dynamic processes 
arising from the field itself which create significant var¬ 
iances for the component systems. Like the disturbed reac¬ 
tive and unlike the placid random and placid clustered, 
they are dynamic environments. Unlike the disturbed reac¬ 
tive, we are postulating dynamic properties that arise not 
simply from the interaction of the systems, but also from 
the field itself.3 
The authors point out that the emergence of turbulent environments 
seems to be a natural concommitant of a number of factors: the in¬ 
creasing size of systems, their interdependence, the explosion of 
knowledge and its application, and the increasing sophistication of 
communication systems. For whatever reasons, they assert that "these 
fields are so complex, so richly textured, that it is difficult to 
see how individual systems can, by their own efforts, successfuly 
4 
adapt to them." 
Schon approaches organizational effectiveness and the necessity 
for managing change and innovation from another perspective. He 
points out that the questions that organizations ask themselves about 
their effectiveness have changed over the last fifty years. From, 
"Is the firm well organized?" through, "Does the organization foster 
individual creativity, and with it, invention and discovery? and Is 
the organization innovative?" to, "Is the organization able to manage 
change?" the author points out that the demands and expectations for 
change have become a necessity rather than a response to an isolated 
6 
problem. If one looks at the first question, its demands upon the 
organizations are analogous to those of a placid clustered environ¬ 
ment (Emery and Trist) might make upon it. Similarly, the demands 
implicit in the fourth question are analogous to those of a turbulent 
environment. Schon goes on to draw an even more pointed comparison 
to turbulent environments: 
But the discontinuities and zones of turbulence we used to 
think about as occasional events in the background-events 
we had to endure as part of the price of getting to the 
stable place on the other side--now have become foreground. 
We can no longer conceive of future action simply as a 
linear extension of the past.5 
These two ideas, that the planning of social change and innova¬ 
tion is important and that it is an increasingly complex and problem¬ 
atic task, given our society, are widely held and discussed in a num¬ 
ber of areas. Lindblom's article, "The Science of Muddling Through," 
in which he points out the folly of rational planning in a complex 
society sparked a great deal of acrimonious debate among management 
theorists.6 Authors like Robert Coles, Thomas Cottle and Erik 
Erikson have written about the uncertainty's effect on children.7 
The anomie and hostility that many see in youth has been popularized 
in any number of articles and books. One can choose from a bewilder¬ 
ing array of self help books in psychology and sociology. Consul¬ 
tants are available to help organizations deal with these issues. 
Writers like Walter Schumacher (1973),8 politicans who appeal to a 
7 
return to a simpler era, and the numbers of people who either in 
groups or as individuals opt out of the complex set of systems in 
whatever way they can all attest to the more theoretical presenta¬ 
tions of Emery and Trist and Schon. 
The Educational Context 
It is to be expected that commitment to planned change set 
against an increasingly complex, changing environment would also 
characterize the educational system. In fact, this appears to be 
true. Planned change, the commitment to developing educational 
institutions that are responsible to the needs of society, has been 
a common theme in American history. In his introductory chapter, 
Michael Katz (1971) includes quotations from both the 18- and 1960s 
which emphasize the need of American schools to better meet the needs 
of its urban population and introduce specific suggestions and pro- 
grams to accomplish that goal. The Fiscal Year 1975 Annual Eval¬ 
uation Report on Federally Funded Programs published by the Office 
of Education lists close to one hundred separate programs, most of 
them specifically focused on change efforts in the public schools 
Goodlad (1975) points out that the last two decades, beginning with 
Sputnik, have seen a great deal of attention paid to schools, for 
better or worse: 
For reasons that are difficult to sort out, a good deal of 
8 
the resulting sadomasochistic behavior [after Sputnik] on 
the part of Americans focused on the schools, . . . The 
faith that we had in our schools began to crack a bit, as 
did some of the dreams about that personal and family 
future envisioned in the fifties.1' 
The author characterizes the decade that follows Sputnik as "the 
schooling decade." A great deal of money and energy was poured into 
the public schools with the idea that curriculum, organization, func¬ 
tions and norms could be changed to not only better meet our needs 
but make us more competitive in a changing world. Although Goodlad 
would say that the seventies were marked with a growing disaffection 
with schools and the job they had done, he would not say that the 
emphasis on planned change had lessened. Rather, the thesis of his 
book is that schools must change: 
This book is based on the premise that schools, under cer¬ 
tain conditions, can become much more vital than they cur¬ 
rently are. They can and must be reconstructed, just as 
most of our other institutions are in need of reconstruc¬ 
tion ... The focus here is not, then, the prescription 
of utopias but the building of Waldens.12 
It is also clear that the environment for educational systems 
has become increasingly turbulent and complex in a number of ways. 
New or competing theories have challenged procedures. Information 
theory and the practical applications of computers; the importance 
of different developmental theorists like Piaget and Kohlberg; the 
bitter controversies sparked by Jensen; and, the dispute about the 
9 
most effective evaluation theories and methodologies and uses of 
evaluative information in educational planning all are examples of 
the turbulent theoretical context. 
The past twenty years have seen a profusion of innovations that 
have all been advanced by different people as 'answers' to different 
problems. In a rough chronology, new curricular organization in 
light of Bruner's theory, compensatory education as exampled by Head 
Start programs, alternative education as an answer to the "dehuman¬ 
izing" structures of the monolithic public school system, bilingual 
and multi-cultural education to answer the needs of a growing diverse 
population, new special education laws that empower families to keep 
their children from being shut away from the mainstream educational 
opportunities, and career and experiential learning to better prepare 
all children for the choices of an increasingly complex society have 
all come and gone as the 'in' source of funding and the latest educa¬ 
tional innovation. 
In addition to the new theories and specific innovations, the 
environment for the educational system has been shaken by several 
social trends. The push for more responsive schools, as character¬ 
ized by a number of the specific innovations mentioned above, also 
led to more angry confrontations between the schools and students or 
communities. The people who criticized the schools for symbolizing 
the monolithic and unresponsive institutions during the sixties were 
gradually replaced by people who pointed to studies that showed that 
all the money spent during that decade had not improved student 
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scores in basic skills. The new critics of schools in the seventies 
began to insist on accountability, on less money spend on education, 
on a change back to methods and structures that had been successful. 
Perhaps as an outgrowth of the push in the sixties for more respon¬ 
sive social institutions and as a reaction to the growing accusations 
that schools were not doing their jobs in the seventies, there has 
been a growth in teacher unions and confrontations between these 
unions and their employers. A new school year does not begin with¬ 
out a number of teachers' unions out on strike and students out of 
school. 
The Effectiveness of Recent Educational Innovation 
While the above is not meant to be a comprehensive review of the 
past twenty years, it does point out that there has been a commitment 
to educational change and innovation, that there has been a great 
deal of change and specific innovation introduced, and that the en¬ 
vironment has indeed become what Emery and Trist would characterize 
as "turbulent." 
It is not surprising that a number of writers have been pessi¬ 
mistic about the effectiveness of educational change. Katz presents 
an historical perspective on a variety of school reforms. His major 
thesis is that change has been cosmetic, that major innovation in the 
educational system's approach to the poor has avoided real issues 
rather than addressing them: 
11 
From depraved to deprived: This is an oversimplified, but 
not inaccurate, way of describing the changing image of 
the poor in educational thought of the last 125 years. 
Throughout this period the assumption of the inferiority 
of the poor has remained, although the basis of the belief 
has shifted from moral philosophy to social science as the 
ethos of the age has made it appropriate.'^ 
With this quotation as a framework, it is not difficult to see other 
opinions of the efficacy of recent attempts at educational change. 
Sarason (1972) presents a discussion of change in which he asserts 
that the problem of change in schools must be seen from the perspec¬ 
tive of the cultural norms of schools, their regularities and struc¬ 
tures. His contention is that planned change may be introduced into 
a school setting, but it is rarely implemented.14 Goodlad (1974) 
points out a more disturbing trend about educational innovation. In 
a study focused on the implementation of recent innovation he found: 
It is clear, however, that a substantial number of princi¬ 
pals and teachers perceived ongoing instruction to be char¬ 
acterized by some of our "reasonable expectations" when 
members of our staff did not. They claimed individualiza¬ 
tion of instruction, use of a wide range of instructional 
materials, a sense of purpose, group processes, and induc¬ 
tive or discovery methods when our records showed little 
or no evidence of them.'5 
Goodlad's concern with the implementation of educational change, or 
as he states, finding out why most of the educational innovations 
blunt themselves "on the classroom door," is evident in his leader¬ 
ship of the League of Cooperating Schools Project, sponsored by 
12 
I/D/E/A. In his report of the project, Goodlad (1975), reviews his 
sense that most educational change has been unsuccessful and develops 
a model of change (as implemented by the League) he hopes will prove 
more workable and effective.^ One of the more discouraging re¬ 
ports of how educational change has not worked is the review of the 
Ford Foundation of the change projects it sponsored (The Ford Founda¬ 
tion, 1972). The foundation looks at its attempts at educational 
change. The appraisal is honest and rueful and must be seen as an 
admission of failure.^7 
In addition to literature with a wide perspective, there are a 
number of case studies which look at specific failures of innova¬ 
tions. The Anatomy of an Educational Innovation (Smith and Keith, 
1972) is one such study. Its title is apt. A team of researchers 
followed closely one school as it attempted to implement an open 
space, flexible elementary school. The hopes and excitement faded 
18 into closed space and more traditional methods of schooling. 
Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein (1971) also followed one educational 
innovation. Their major conclusion is that "the major organizational 
19 innovation failed." 
It must be noted here that not all pictures of educational inno¬ 
vation and its effectiveness have been as pessimistic as those that 
have been mentioned above. The Joint Dissemination Review Panel con¬ 
tinually reviews programs that have been federally funded to deter¬ 
mine if they have been successful. Those programs that meet the 
panel's rigorous standards are validated and receive support to dis- 
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seminate their efforts for others to consider. The Rand Study of 
Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change (1974)20 presents a 
more balanced view of educational innovation. However, this study 
points out that many funded programs rarely last beyond the point at 
which federal funds run out and that the impetus for seeking funds 
is most often an opportunistic decision to get additional money into 
a district rather than a rational decision based upon an educational 
need and unique solution to that need. The League of Cooperating 
Schools reports success in implementing innovations using the model 
21 developed by Goodlad and his associates. However, this author 
would note that the work that reports successful innovations is char¬ 
acterized by what might be called an indigenous inevitability. For 
the most part, the innovation is rarely transplanted successfully to 
other environments, adoption often becomes more a process of coop¬ 
tation rather than adaptation. 
It is clear that the study of educational change and innovation 
needs new models. The commitment to planned change has not lessened. 
The focus on schools, the need for them to be accountable and their 
importance in the network of social systems, has intensified in this 
period of scarce resources. The authors who present a pessimistic 
picture of the efficacy of educational innovation feel strongly that 
new models for looking at change in schools are necessary. 
14 
A Perspective for Looking at Educational Innovation 
Many of the writers quoted here who looked at educational inno¬ 
vation either from a broad base or through the specifics of a case 
study have pointed out the need for a more systematic/systemic study 
of educational change and innovation. The choice of a teacher's 
perspective in the implementation of innovations for this disserta¬ 
tion seems justified. First, teachers are an integral part of the 
social system of schools. Most educational change as it impacts 
upon students must be utilized by school teachers. Moreover, the 
teacher's role in the social system of the school has become the 
focus of a good deal of sensitive writing which points out that the 
role is often lonely, frustrating, and without the rewards that sus¬ 
tain other adults in their work. Sarason points out that teachers 
tend to characterize their life as routinized, uninteresting, and a 
dead end.22 Younger teachers who leave the profession often point 
to older teachers as negative role models, and as the reason they 
leave when they do. Knoblock and Goldstein (1971) also point out 
that teaching is a lonely occupation, that teachers have tradition¬ 
ally not sought out other adults to share feelings of loneliness and 
powerlessness.Greene's (1973) title of her book. Teacher as^ 
Stranger, implies that she feels the teacher must pursue the loneli¬ 
ness of the existential model of being if he/she is to help students 
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learn to be proactive in a complex, confusing world. Lortie 
(1975) points out that it is possible that teachers do not have to 
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choose uncertainty, that it may be endemic to the profession: 
Today we are constantly exposed to messages upholding the 
benefits of schooling. Yet that hope, legitimization, and 
clamor can induce us to forget that education is an uncer¬ 
tain affair. It is necessary to keep such uncertainty in 
mind if we are to understand the psychic world of class¬ 
room teachers, for uncertainty is the lot of those who 
teach.25 
It is important to note here that Lortie links the need to understand 
the 'psychic world' of teachers with the 'hope, legitimization, and 
clamor' that surrounds the society's focus on schooling. The author 
reemphasizes here that many of the other writers, Sarason, Knoblock 
and Goldstein, Greene, Jackson, and Goodlad are examples, link the 
efficacy of any future change or innovation in education with the 
need to understand the teacher as part of the social system of the 
school. 
The need to focus on the teacher is evident in another important 
way: 
For the foreseeable future, improving public education will 
depend upon improving the capabilities of presently em¬ 
ployed teachers, principals, teacher aides, counselors, 
and other school district staff. With the general teacher 
shortage at an end and with school district budgets being 
cut back, teacher turnover in most school districts has 
declined dramatically. There has also been a corresponding 
increase in the average length of time that teachers re¬ 
main in a particular school system . . . Further, recent 
research has confirmed a point that is obvious to anyone 
who has taught in a school or administered one—if the day 
to day process of teaching and learning is going to change, 
school staff members need effective inservice training.^0 
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Volume Seven of the series, "Designing Education for the Future," is 
entitled Preparing Educators to Meet Emerging Needs. Throughout the 
series of articles on a variety of different subjects, common threads 
emerge. Society itself is changing and placing new demands upon 
schooling and the institutions of schooling. Teachers must adapt to 
these demands. New training or experiences need to be provided to 
27 help teachers adapt. Federal programs such as Teacher Corps and 
Teacher Centers have focused directly on inservice as the way to fa¬ 
cilitate change in schools. Many of the socially oriented programs 
referred to earlier have inservice components as an integral part of 
their funding requirements. Professional growth linked to pay incre¬ 
ments has been common in most school districts. States and local 
districts are increasingly making inservice a required part of 
teachers' lives. 
In light of this complex of forces: the turbulence of the edu¬ 
cational environment, the pessimistic opinions about the efficacy of 
educational change, the disillusionment with the educational system, 
the continuing assumption that the educational system will/must 
change, the pressure (through the assumptions about and focus on in- 
service) on teachers to change, the sense that new, systemic models 
must be used to study change in schools, and that the role of teach¬ 
ers in the social system of the school has been poorly understood 
and characterized by uncertainty and loneliness; it is appropriate 
and necessary that the study of change and innovation in schools 
develop research models from a teacher perspective. 
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A Personal Note 
Before presenting the proposed research model and theory, the 
author would like to talk briefly about his own experiences. He 
began teaching in a suburban high school where it was fashionable to 
talk about getting so many 'zachs' for a curriculum project. Zachs 
was short for Zacharias, the MIT professor who was one of the leaders 
of the curriculum reform movement in reaction to Sputnik. The writer 
spent a good deal of the Ford money that the Foundation ruefully 
feels was to no lasting purpose in curriculum development projects. 
His last teaching position was in one of the first alternative 
schools in the country. After leaving teaching he worked with teach¬ 
ers in a variety of change oriented activities, working alongside of 
them as they confronted the realities and complexities of the class¬ 
room and the social demands on schools. Thus, he would characterize 
his experience in education as both being focused on change and being 
centered in a teacher's perspective. He recognizes that while the 
choice of a teacher perspective in a research model for studying 
change is justified, he also understands that there is a clear per¬ 
sonal history that not only led to this choice but may also keep him 
from seeing the forest for the trees. 
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CHAPTER II 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The review of the literature presents the CBAM model and writing 
about it, writing about implementation of innovation in other social 
settings, other writing about implementation of educational innova¬ 
tion in schools, and other models for analyzing teacher adoption of 
educational innovations. The CBAM model was developed from the work 
of Frances Fuller on the concerns of beginning teachers. These con¬ 
cerns are developmental and move through three stages: a lack of 
concern about teaching issues; concerns about how teaching effects 
oneself; and, concerns about how one's teaching effects students. 
In expanding the Fuller hypothesis, the CBAM model has the following 
central characteristics: innovation implementation focuses upon the 
individual teacher concerns and use; it is a developmental process; 
an individual teacher's concerns and use are interrelated and analo¬ 
gous; and the innovation itself must be clearly understood if effec¬ 
tive research on innovation implementation is to be conducted. While 
no other models for such sustained study on teacher implementation of 
innovations currently exist, other writing about innovation adoption 
in schools surface the issues that are the assumptions behind and 
characteristic of the CBAM model. 
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The review of the Concerns Based Adoption Model as it has been 
developed by the Research and Development Center for Teacher Evalua¬ 
tion at the University of Texas/Austin is meant to be an introduction 
to the model as a whole. A presentation of the two instruments used 
in this study (the Stages of Concern Questionnaire and the Levels of 
Use Interview) are presented in Chapters IV through VI. Accordingly, 
this chapter will present an historical overview of the model; a re¬ 
view of the conceptual frame for the model; a brief look at the over¬ 
all model; and a brief discussion of the SoC and LoU instruments. 
Historical Background 
The Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) for studying the ways 
in which educational innovations are adopted was developed by the 
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at the Univer¬ 
sity of Texas/Austin. Much of the research has been funded by fed¬ 
eral money for about fifteen years. For the past nine years, re¬ 
search has been conducted by the Procedures for Adopting Educational 
Innovations Project, headed by Dr. Gene Hall. 
Over the years, the research has undergone a series of natural 
steps that have increased its focus and sophistication. In the late 
sixties. Dr. Frances Fuller became interested in the seeming irrele¬ 
vance of education courses that purported to prepare undergraduates 
for teaching. Her research centered on the concerns of beginning 
teachers, how these concerns changed over time, and how teacher prep- 
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aration courses did not seem to speak to the concerns of the stu¬ 
dents. This "concerns-based" approach to teaching was elaborated 
upon by Gene Hall, Richard Wallace, and William Dossett (1973). They 
theorized that the innovation adoption process and the stages that an 
individual teacher would go through in that process were similar to 
the process and stages that a beginning teacher goes through as de¬ 
veloped by the prior work of Fuller. Their paper, "A Developmental 
Conceptualization of the Adoption Process Within Educational Institu¬ 
tions," has served as the conceptual framework for most of the work 
that has followed at the Center and is always referred to in the 
introduction to subsequent research.1 
Two instruments were developed to test the two hypotheses that 
innovation adoption is primarily an individual process that teachers 
experience and that it is developmental. The Stages of Concern Ques¬ 
tionnaire looks at teachers' concerns about adopting a particular 
innovation. The Levels of Use Interview looks at how teachers are 
actually using a particular innovation. Work on developing, testing, 
refining and using these instruments in research studies has taken 
place throughout the middle seventies to the present. A chronologi¬ 
cal development of each of these instruments has been prepared by 
the project office, and are found in Appendix A (SoC) and Appendix B 
(LoU). These chronological tables can be referred to in later dis¬ 
cussions. 
Two major developments in the project's work have followed and 
closely paralleled the development of these two instruments. The 
23 
first is research in innovation configurations (Hall, Loucks, 1977), 
(Hall, 1977), and (Hall, Loucks, 1978). Innovation configurations 
is a term used to specify what actually happens, what people are 
doing when they use or implement a particular innovation. Research 
in innovation configurations has been based upon data which shows 
that: different teachers will implement an innovation in different 
ways, implementation (or use of an innovation) will change over time; 
what is perceived as innovation implementation by administrators and 
curriculum designers may not be perceived as such by teachers; and, 
implementation does not occur simply because the plans call for it 
to happen. Thus, to conduct effectiveness evaluation studies on the 
impact of a particular innovation without doing the necessary re¬ 
search to find out if the innovation has been adopted (and in what 
way it has been adopted) will be misleading and inaccurate. The pro¬ 
ject staff has not only researched the process by which an innovation 
configuration changes, but they have also developed a method by which 
the researcher can conceptualize and monitor the configuration of a 
particular innovation as people perceive and implement it over 
. . 2 
time. 
The second major development has been in the development of a 
taxonomy of intervention strategies: 
In earlier research, the program has been able to identify 
developmental Levels of Use (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and 
Newlove, 1975) and Stages of Concern (Hall and Rutherford, 
1976) the characteristics of individual users of an inno¬ 
vation as they experience the change process in educational 
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settings. Past research has also analyzed the different 
configurations, or forms, of the selected innovation (Hall 
and Loucks, 1979) being implemented. 
Recent program research has focused in describing in 
a systematic fashion the actions and events that occur in 
relation to the change effort. In order to document what 
happens to advance or retard a change effort, the program 
is attempting to develop a "taxonomy of interventions." 
To date, the work is incomplete. All aspects of the tax¬ 
onomy have not been fully developed. However, a definition 
of interventions and a preliminary classification system, 
or Intervention Taxonomy, will enable us as change facili¬ 
tators and researchers to make both conceptual and opera¬ 
tional distinctions between various types of actions and 
events that influence the use of an innovation. The tax¬ 
onomy is being developed from the frame of reference of the 
change facilitator and with the ultimate goal of proactive 
change facilitation clearly in view.3 
From its beginnings which emerged from the experiences of change 
facilitators working with teachers and teacher centers in Texas, the 
research has developed conceptual frames for studying how individual 
teachers adopt innovations, for analyzing the nature of the innova¬ 
tion being implemented, for studying the nature of change agent in¬ 
terventions and their effect on innovation adoption. Moreover, the 
model is systemically complete, containing the innovation, the user 
system, the change agent system, and the temporary system which re¬ 
sults from the interaction. It is important to remember that the 
important central assumption of the fully elaborated model is that 
innovations are adopted by individuals and that the process of inno¬ 
vation adoption is developmental. 
At a 1979 AERA symposium the Austin Center presented a case 
study which uses all of the conceptual frames in the model as they 
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are currently in place (R&DCTA, 1979). The case study is of a mid- 
western junior high school that received a Teacher Corps Grant with 
a university in the same city. Both the SoC and the LoU were admin¬ 
istered to teachers over a two and one-half year period. The innova¬ 
tion configuration was developed and updated over time. The taxonomy 
of interventions was developed and field tested at this site.4 
The Conceptual Frame 
As most of the publications from the Center for Research and 
Development indicate, the conceptual frame for the CBAM model is most 
carefully articulated in Hall, Wallace, and Dossett (1973). This 
article credits the beginnings of the concept to the work on concerns 
conducted by Frances Fuller (1969) and the authors' work in the field 
in a number of change efforts in both education and industry. This 
review will look at both the Fuller article and the Hall (et al.) 
5 
article in turn. 
The Fuller article begins with the assertion that the opinion 
that "many education courses are not relevant to the needs of teach¬ 
ers is so common in the academic community, in legislatures and among 
the public at large that it requires little documentation." Rather 
than accept the idea that the courses are worthless. Fuller begins 
her research with the hypothesis that the courses do not meet the 
needs of the students. Impetus for this hypothesis comes from a 
pilot of 100 students, 97 undergraduates with no teaching experience 
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and three teachers with a good deal of teaching experience. In in¬ 
dividual interviews about a course all students took, the three ex¬ 
perienced teachers were the only people who thought the course was 
interesting and useful. What was it about their experience or the 
undergraduates' experience that created these results? 
As the first step in her research on teacher concerns Fuller 
reviewed a number of prior studies about the concerns of beginning 
teachers. 
To summarize the data as it is reported by these investi¬ 
gators, what we know is that beginning teachers are con¬ 
cerned about class control, about their own content ade¬ 
quacy, about the situations in which they teach, and about 
evaluations by their supervisors, by the pupils and of 
their pupils by themselves.6 
The research, conducted on widely different groups of beginning 
teachers is remarkably consistent in the concerns expressed. More¬ 
over, in none of the studies were concerns expressed about the con¬ 
tent usually found in beginning education courses. 
Fuller's research was conducted in two studies. The first study 
made use of a group counseling session which was substituted for the 
regularly scheduled weekly teaching seminar with two small groups of 
teachers beginning their internship. These student teachers were 
guaranteed confidentiality and told they could discuss anything they 
wanted to. Their supervisor was not present for these weekly ses¬ 
sions, and the sessions took place throughout their student teaching 
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semester. ThG second study asked a similar population of beginning 
student teachers to write their concerns out. These written state¬ 
ments were collected biweekly over the semester of their internship. 
The results of both studies are similar. First, the topics dis¬ 
cussed or written separate into two clear categories: concern with 
self and concern with pupils. Second, there is a gradual shift in 
concerns over the semester from concern with self to concern with 
pupils (although a number of the population did not make this gradual 
shift). 
The next step in the research was to analyze the previously re¬ 
viewed studies in light of these two categories. Fuller notes three 
points. The first is that all ten of the studies are consistent 
despite their diverse populations, the different years in which they 
were conducted, and the fact that the researchers were not aware of 
the other studies. The second is that all of the studies support the 
idea that beginning teacher concerns are largely with self: 
i.e., concern with self-protection and self-adequacy: with 
class control, subject matter adequacy, finding a place in 
the power structure of the school and understanding expec¬ 
tations of supervisors, principal and parents. 
and not pupil: 
with their learning, their progress, and with ways in which 
the teacher could improve this progress.7 
Finally, it was interesting to Fuller to note that this pattern was 
consistent with not only pre-service teachers but also beginning 
in-service teachers as well. 
As a result of this research process. Fuller conceptualizes 
concerns of teachers as developmental in three stages. The first 
stage is "The Pre-Teaching Phase: Non-Concern." Fuller believes 
that until the pre-service teacher has had actual classroom experi¬ 
ence, he/she will have very little, if any, involvement with con¬ 
cerns about teaching even though many such individuals take education 
courses at this time. The second stage is "The Early Teaching Phase: 
Concerns with Self." Fuller asserts that these concerns are deeply 
felt but seldom discussed overtly by beginning teachers. They were 
the subject of intense discussion during the confidential counseling 
sessions and exit interviews but rarely surfaced elsewhere. These 
concerns "all are assessments of the teacher's adequacy, by the class 
and by the supervisor. Taken together they are a massive concern to 
beginning teachers." The final stage is "Late Concerns: Concerns 
with Pupils." While Fuller has found less data on this stage, none¬ 
theless it seems to be a stage in which experienced teachers "focus 
on pupil gain and self-evaluation as opposed to personal gain and 
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evaluation by others." 
Although their use of the word concerns in the theory indicates 
their heavy indebtedness to Fuller's earlier work. Hall, Wallace, and 
Dossett (1973) elaborate this conceptual frame in their positing of 
the Concerns Based Adoption Model. The important first assumption 
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that is made is that adoption of educational innovations is analogous 
to beginning teaching: 
Broadly speaking, the concerns hypothesis states that when 
an individual encounters a new situation that requires in¬ 
teraction with others, his/her behavior is initially gov¬ 
erned by concerns about his/herself and the demands that 
this situation makes upon him/her. As these self-concerns 
have become resolved, the individual moves to concerns 
focusing on the nature of the task and the quality of the 
task performance. Ultimately, the individual becomes con¬ 
cerned about the impact he/she is making on others and 
strives to optimize his/her effort for others.9 
Embedded in this paragraph in which the authors generalize the 
work of Fuller to apply to a more generic situation are three impor¬ 
tant characteristics. First, unlike other research on innovation 
adoption, the model assumes that a given system has already decided 
to use a particular innovation. As the authors state, "adoption, as 
used in this model, goes far beyond the initial decision to adopt; 
it closely parallels the Clark-Guba phases of trial, installation, 
and institutionalization." The assumption results in a more focused 
definition of the adoption process than is posited in many of the 
theories reviewed by Havelock (1973). ^ Second, while the authors 
state that the understanding of the social setting is important in 
any research on innovation adoption, they assert that the individual 
still must adopt the innovation in his/her own classroom and that 
too little attention has been paid to this encounter. Finally, the 
authors feel innovation adoption is a developmental process, not an 
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event, and an individual's concerns about and ways of using a par¬ 
ticular innovation can be expected to change over time. At the close 
of the article, the authors argue strongly for this perspective for 
viewing innovative adoption: 
It may seem to some readers that conceiving of the adoption 
process as a "growth continuum" for individuals and insti¬ 
tutions is of little significance. However, the authors 
firmly believe that failure to view the innovation adoption 
as a growth process may account for the "blunting" effect 
noted by Goodlad. The fields of social psychology and or¬ 
ganizational development provide the contextual variables 
that comprise the change process; however, these fields do 
not have the adoption of specific innovations as a goal." 
These constructs of the concern model: the focused definition 
of implementation, the individual as the focus of the change process, 
and the developmental nature of the process are then articulated into 
two scales, representing two complementary developmental processes: 
concerns about the innovation expressed by the users and their actual 
use of that innovation. Appendix A presents the seven stages of con¬ 
cern initially developed by the Center, and Appendix B presents the 
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six levels of use that were initially developed. 
While they are present in this article, the two later develop¬ 
ments in the model—innovation configurations and a taxonomy of in¬ 
terventions—appear in beginning form. The importance of understand¬ 
ing just how a particular innovation is being implemented is empha¬ 
sized as part of the complexity of assessing levels of use. The tax¬ 
onomy of interventions is the as yet unformalized frame of the change 
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facilitator's interventions to promote the adoption of two innova¬ 
tions in the case study (pp. 22-27) and his/her role as 'trouble 
shooter' or 'quarterback' who "transforms his/her data about user 
needs and readiness into tentative action plans designed to resolve 
concerns, satisfy needs, and advance the level of use of the innova¬ 
tion" (pp. 19-20). 
The authors end the article by stating, "We have shared the Con¬ 
cerns Based Adoption Model with the profession in the hope that it 
will be of use to practicing adoption agents and will stimulate 
others to think about and study innovation adoption from this per¬ 
spective . . . we will continue our efforts to refine and simplify 
the model." Research on the model has, in fact, continued; and, 
while there has indeed been development, the central hypotheses as 
presented in this article remain unchanged: 
(1) Innovation adoption can be defined as the interaction 
of the user system and the individuals who implement 
the innovation with the innovation. 
(2) Innovation adoption is a developmental process, not 
an event or a series of discrete events. 
(3) The process of adopting educational innovations must 
be studied through the individual teacher's perspec¬ 
tive and this perspective includes the teacher's feel¬ 
ings or concerns about the innovation and the way in 
which the teacher uses the innovation. 
(4) It is expected that the teacher's concerns and use of 
the intervention are both interdependent and analogous 
in their developmental stages. 
(5) The innovation itself must be clearly delineated so 
that research in innovation adoption is accurate and 
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reflects what is actually being implemented rather 
than what the rhetoric asserts is being implemented. 
The CBAM System 
The model is based upon the assumption that educational innova¬ 
tions are facilitated from outside the system. "The resource system 
is an agency or an institution that has the capability to assist the 
adopters of an innovation. In the beginning of the collaborative 
adoption process, the resource system is the senior partner in the 
collaborative system." The goal of the resource system is to assist 
the innovation adopters to become independent users of the innova¬ 
tion, both comfortable and sophisticated in their use and concerns. 
The resource system interacts with the innovation adopters, or user 
system, diagnosing system concerns, readiness, and use and designing 
and delivering appropriate technical assistance that will aid inno¬ 
vation adoption. 
The user system, given the model's definition of innovation 
adoption, is "aware of its own needs and has made the decision to 
adopt the particular innovation as a solution to its needs." A suc¬ 
cessful adoption process will see the user system gradually become 
independent of the resource system as it institutionalizes the inno¬ 
vation to meet its needs. 
The process as diagrammed in Figure II.1, also indicates the 
presence of a collaborative system, the temporary system which exists 
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Figure II.1 
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until the user system achieves "independent use of the innovation." 
Stages of Concern Concept 
George (1977), Hall, George and Rutherford (1977), and Hall and 
George (1978) are representative papers which show how the Stages of 
Concern has been developed as a logical outgrowth of the CBAM 
model.^ 
Before presenting the concept of concern. Hall and George 
briefly review change literature which points out the importance of 
the personal dimension in the change process. Personality charac¬ 
teristics, receptivity to change, attitudes toward the innovation, 
and attitudes toward the system are all mentioned as important indi¬ 
vidual attributes which will be important variables in any process 
of innovation implementation. Accordingly, the concept of concern 
is posited as basic in the CBAM models and defined as: 
The composite representation of the feelings, preoccupa¬ 
tion, thought, and consideration given to a particular is¬ 
sue or task is called concern. Depending on our personal 
make-up, knowledge, and experiences, each person perceives 
and mentally contends with the given issue differently; 
thus there are different kinds of concerns. The issue may 
be interpreted as an outside threat to one's well-being, 
or it may be seen as rewarding. There may be an overwhelm¬ 
ing feeling of confusion and lack of information about what 
"it" is. There may be ruminations about the effects. The 
demand to consider the issue may be self-imposed in the 
form of a goal or objective that we wish to reach, or the 
pressure that results in increased attention to the issue 
may be external. In response to the demand, our minds ex¬ 
plore ways, means, potential barriers, possible actions. 
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risks, and rewards in relation to the demand. All in all, 
the mental activity composed of questioning, analyzing, and 
anticipating consequences is concern. An aroused state of 
personal feelings and thought about a demand as it is per¬ 
ceived is concern.15 
Concerns theory hypothesizes that an individual's concerns with 
an innovation are developmental and depend upon the individual's fam¬ 
iliarity with and skill in using the innovation. Early concerns deal 
with self or how the individual will be affected by the innovation. 
These concerns are replaced by task concerns, or the logistics and 
practice of implementing the innovation. The final set of concerns 
are impact concerns, or how the innovation affects students, other 
professionals and students, or education in general. Figure II.2 
presents the definitions of each stage of concern. Stages 0 and 1 
are non-concern stages; Stage 2 is concerns about self; Stage 3 is 
concerns about task; Stages 4, 5, and 6 are concerns about impact. 
It should be noted that the authors feel that at any given time, an 
individual will express concerns across the spectrum of stages and 
that this profile will depend upon the individual's degree of in¬ 
volvement and comfort with the innovation. For example, a teacher 
just beginning to use a particular innovation will be expected to 
have fairly intense concerns at Stage 3 and perhaps Stage 2 and low 
concerns at other stages. 
Two instruments have been developed to assess an individual's 
concerns. Newlove and Hall (1976) present a "procedure for eliciting 
concerns from individuals through the use of an open-ended question." 
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Figure II.216 
Stages of Concern About the Innovation* 
0 AWARENESS: Little concern about or involvement with the innova- 
tion is indicated. 
1 INNOVATION: A general awareness of the innovation and interest 
in learning more detail about it is indicated. The person seems 
to be unworried about herself/himself in relation to the innova¬ 
tion. She/he is interested in substantive aspects of the inno¬ 
vation in a selfless manner such as general characteristics, 
effects, and requirements for use. 
2 PERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the in- 
novation, her/his inadequacy to meet those demands, and her/his 
role with the innovation. This includes analysis of her/his 
role in relation to the reward structure of the organization, 
decision making, and consideration of potential conflicts with 
existing structures or personal commitment. Financial or status 
implications of the program for self and colleagues may also be 
reflected. 
3 MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of 
using the innovation and the best use of information and re¬ 
sources. Issues related to efficiency, organizing, managing, 
scheduling, and time demands are utmost. 
4 CONSEQUENCE: Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on 
students in her/his immediate sphere of influence. The focus 
is on relevance of the innovation for students, evaluation of 
student outcomes, including performance and competencies, and 
changes needed to increase student outcomes. 
5 COLLABORATION: The focus is on coordination and cooperation 
with others regarding use of the innovation. 
6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more universal bene- 
fits from the innovation, including the possibility of major 
changes or replacement with a more powerful alternative. Indi¬ 
vidual has definite ideas about alternatives to the proposed or 
existing form of the innovation. 
* Original concept from Hall, G.E., Wallace, R.C., Jr., and 
Oosset, W.A., "A Developmental Conceptualization of the Adoption Pro¬ 
cess within Educational Institutions." Austin: Research and Devel¬ 
opment Center for Teacher Education, The University of Texas, 1973. 
37 
This instrument provides a quick and economical way for persons re¬ 
sponsible for facilitating personalized change to acquire useful in¬ 
formation. As this study was a research study, the standardized 
SoC questionnaire was used. A more detailed presentation of the de¬ 
velopment of the questionnaire along with reliability and validity 
studies are presented in Chapter IV, Methodology. Appendix A con¬ 
tains a full chronological development of the instrument. 
The Levels of Use Concept 
Hall, Loucks, Rutherford and Newlove (1975), Loucks, Newlove, 
and Hall (1976) and Loucks (1977) all present the concepts of Levels 
18 
of Use. As there is a good deal of overlap in the papers, the 
first and third will be used in this discussion. 
In her review of the literature on implementing innovations, 
Loucks (1977) shows how different studies discuss the importance of 
measuring innovation implementation from the perspective of the in¬ 
novation and its characteristics. Loucks states that the CBAM Pro¬ 
ject "has conceptualized a generic implementation variable that de- 
19 
scribes the performance of an individual who uses an innovation." 
Hall et al. (1975) present a more detailed discussion of the impor¬ 
tance of measuring innovation implementation through the behavior of 
the individual user: 
Based on our experiences in the field as practitioners and 
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adoption agents and on our past research efforts, we have 
found that "change" or innovation adoption is not accomp¬ 
lished in fact just because a decision maker has announced 
it. Instead, the various members of a user system, such 
as teachers and professors, demonstrate a wide variation 
in the type and degree of their use of an innovation. One 
of the reasons for this variation is the commonly over¬ 
looked fact that innovation adoption is a process rather 
than a decision-point--a process that each innovation user 
experiences individually. A basic assumption of our pres¬ 
ent research is that this variation in use by each individ¬ 
ual innovation user must be behaviorally described and sys¬ 
tematically accounted for if innovations are to be used 
with maximum effectiveness.20 
The authors posit eight different levels of use of an innova¬ 
tion. These are presented in Table II.3. Like the Stages of Con¬ 
cern, as an individual becomes increasingly familiar and skilled at 
using an innovation he/she can be expected to move through "orienta¬ 
tion, management, and integration" stages of use. The Levels of Use 
scale is different from the Stages of Concern in that it focuses on 
describing the behavior of innovations users and not on attitudes or 
concerns. While the Stages of Concern Questionnaire will produce an 
individual profile of concerns across a number of stages, the Levels 
of Use Interview is expected to produce a description of user behav¬ 
ior that places an individual clearly in one of the eight stages. 
The interview itself makes use of a series of focused questions 
which allow the respondent to respond naturally. These questions use 
"a branching technique [Figure II.4] derived from the decision points 
which separate each level." A more detailed presentation of the de¬ 
velopment and characteristics of the interview is found in Appendix 
B. Reliability and validity studies are presented in Chapter IV, 
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Figure II.3 
Levels of Use of the Innovation: Behavioral Indicators^ 
Level of Use Behavioral Indices of Level 
Vi 
"TV- Renewal The users is seeking more effective alterna¬ 
tives to the established use of the innova¬ 
tion. 
V Integration The user is making deliberate efforts to co¬ 
ordinate with others in using the innovation. 
IVB Refinement The user is making changes to increase 
outcomes. 
IVA Routine The user is making few or no changes and has 
an established pattern of use. 
III Mechanical Use The user is using the innovation in a poorly 
II Preparation 
coordinated manner and is making user- 
oriented changes. 
The user is preparing to use the innovation. 
I Orientation The user is seeking out information about 
the innovation. 
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Other Adoption Models 
A review of the literature and a computer search through jour¬ 
nals and ERIC was undertaken to study other innovation adoption 
models, both within the field of education and within other related 
social fields. This section presents the work in other related 
fields, education and follows these reviews with a brief summary and 
comparison with the approach of the CBAM model of teacher adoption 
of innovations. 
Other fields. Greaves (1982) studies two key variables in the imple¬ 
mentation of an innovative nursing curriculum. His findings lead him 
to assert that innovation adoption is dependent more on systemic and 
personal variables than it is on the nature of the curriculum. Suc¬ 
cessful implementation of the new curriculum occurs when the client 
clearly understands the nature of the innovation; how it affects him/ 
her; and the change agent allows for a developmental process of adop¬ 
tion by the client. Unsuccessful implementation will occur if the 
curriculum is communicated purely as technical information to be used 
by clients because they rationally perceive it as superior to past 
curricula.23 Rosen and Metsch (1977) study how Professional Stan¬ 
dard Review Organizations have failed in the health field. They 
found that a common characteristic of these innovative organizations 
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is that they are staffed by fringe, or liminal, type people who are 
cut off from the system and that the organization itself exists at 
the fringe of the system. This staff and organizational pattern 
poses no risk to the existing power structure. In fact, the innova¬ 
tion has been set up for problematic adoption in its reliance on a 
rational acceptance of its ideas and goals and its ignoring of impor- 
24 
tant systemic variables. Baldridge and Burnham (1975) show that 
individual, organizational, and environmental factors will influence 
how an organization adopts innovations. It is their contention that 
the structural or organizational characteristics, such as size, com¬ 
plexity, and role definition, are the most important variables in ex¬ 
plaining innovation adoption. While they do assert that heterogene¬ 
ity in the environment will encourage an organization's adoption of 
25 innovation, structural variables are found to be more important. 
Downs and Mohr (1976) feel that success in predicting what kinds of 
innovations will be adopted by whom is problematic. They also feel 
that research on innovation adoption that is either multiple (more 
than one particular innovation) or self-report is also problematic. 
They go on to begin a typology of innovations which differentiates 
between primary (innovations which are intrinsic to an individual 
system) and secondary (innovations which are part of the environment 
or external) innovations. They also are careful to point out that 
the time it takes for an individual or organization to adopt an in¬ 
novation is quite different from the depth to which the innovation 
is adopted.26 The same authors push their theory of innovation 
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adoption still further (1979). This article presents three important 
concepts: (1) the "innovation decision" hypothesizes that an adop¬ 
tion process will vary according to a context and one must pay care¬ 
ful attention to the nature of the innovation for each context; (2) 
the adoption process is two-stage—diffusion and adoption—and only 
in the second stage is the innovation actually used, or implemented; 
and, finally, (3) the authors hypothesize a "fair-trial" point ratio 
to determine innovation adoption and this concept is a use-based 
27 
model. Finally, Nelson and Yates' (1978) collection of nine case 
studies of innovation in a variety of settings and social organiza¬ 
tions points out the difficulties of generalizing system parameters 
that would fit across innovations that are site-specific. Very few 
ideas about adoption of innovations surfaces as generalizable from 
the studies other than planning must be an ongoing activity during 
28 the implementation phase. 
Education. A number of authors begin their discussions of innovation 
adoption with the assertion that the traditional rational diffusion 
process has not worked. Kerr (1978) deals specifically with the role 
of the media consultant in the innovation process. He points out 
that a successful innovation process must both see the given system 
ecologically and recognize that teachers cannot be grouped together 
easily.29 Baldridge (1980) emphasizes the political and systemic 
nature of innovation, that personal interaction is crucial to an in¬ 
novation's success, and that innovations have a discernible life 
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cycle all their own. House (1976) presents nine propositions for 
innovation which are based upon the assumptions that the political 
and systemic properties of an organization must be considered and 
that individual teachers' concerns need to be kept in mind during 
31 
the implementation process. 
Whitney (1979) asserts that the research/diffusion model is in¬ 
effective because it is power coercive. Successful innovation adop¬ 
tion must be a self-initiated process by teachers with the locus of 
control within their scope. Systemic support and clarity of expecta¬ 
tions are also two important factors in what the author sees as a 
developmental process. The author also ties an in-service model of 
assessing problems, developing solutions, and implementing innova- 
32 tions to the aspect of self-initiated change he sees as central. 
Louis and Rosenblum (1979) also emphasize the need for planned change 
and the need for teachers to participate in the decision-making pro¬ 
cess of the planned change model. However, their study does report 
the data according to organizations and roles rather than individ¬ 
uals.33 Roweton (1979) also asserts that planned change depends 
not upon the innovation but upon the individual teacher's use of the 
innovation. This article is interesting in that while it asserts 
that the individual teacher's perspective is central to the innova¬ 
tion process, the author still pursues ways to make the research and 
diffusion process more effective. 
One of the most interesting collections of views of the tradi¬ 
tional research and dissemination (RDX) process is found in Radnor 
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. 35 
(1971). The articles point out the shortcomings of the tradi¬ 
tional RDX model and introduce the importance of some recurrent 
ideas. Rich (Chapter Four) points out that "users are affected by 
the processes through which the end products are produced. If they 
are not part of or do not understand the process, then the informa- 
tion is of little use." Traditional innovation adoption models 
confuse the qualities of the product with the quality of the process. 
This classic model of diffusion doesn't work in educational settings. 
A more successful model would be one which engages the user and be¬ 
gins with user concerns. There needs to be a partnership between 
researcher, linkage agent, and user. The innovation adoption process 
needs to be seen systemically. Zaltman and Sikorski (Chapter Five) 
clearly point out that the knowledge utilization process is develop¬ 
mental, systemic rather than rational, focused on individuals rather 
37 than organizations, and user rather than research driven. Kotler 
et al. (Chapter Six) point out the same issues from a marketing per¬ 
spective. The RDX process should understand the market and develop 
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marketing strategies according to user needs. Lingwood and 
Havelock (Chapter Seven) attempt to synthesize a number of common 
themes present in the other articles. The innovation adoption pro¬ 
cess cannot work with the classic top-down rational model. They 
hypothesize a linkage model which emphasizes client need orientation, 
a systemic and developmental view of the process, a responsiveness 
to individuals, and an agent or facilitator to actively bridge the 
.39 gap between knowledge production and utilization. 
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Aylen et al.'s (1978) study was begun because of the sense that 
many educational innovations have failed and haven't been imple¬ 
mented. The study of change or innovations is poorly understood, 
especially the process of innovation adoption. The rural diffusion 
model is the prevalent one used and this model does not recognize the 
systemic complexities of educational organizations nor does it pro¬ 
vide a way to focus on the individual teacher as innovation adopter. 
In keeping with this rationale, Aylen's review of the literature 
highlights the narrowness of the adoption process within the larger 
concept of change, the cyclical nature of innovation adoption, poli¬ 
tical and sociological features of the system and role of teacher, 
and the need to focus on the individual adopting teacher. 
Using the Rogers-Shoemaker (1971) adoption scale--non-awareness, 
awareness, interest, evaluation, trial, adoption--Aylen developed an 
interview and questionnaire protocol designed to: 
(1) Identify several characteristics of teachers who adopt 
recommended teaching practices in their classrooms, 
(2) Identify characteristics of the social system that 
are related to the adoption of recommended practices, 
(3) Identify events or influences such as in-service in¬ 
struction, personal contacts, work toward certifica¬ 
tion, and personal endeavors that are related to the 
adoption of recommended practices, 
(4) To investigate the relationship between adoption of 
recommended practices and 
(a) sources of information available to teachers, 
(b) the degree to which the teacher views the occu¬ 
pation as a profession, 
(c) the teacher's participation in professional ac- 
47 
tivities such as taking an active part in pro¬ 
fessional organizations and reading professional 
journals (p. 45). 
The interview protocol, while far less sytematic than the Levels 
of Use Interview, does use five questions to place an individual 
teacher in the Rogers/Shoemaker scale of innovation adoption: 
(Awareness) Do you know about this teaching practice? 
(Interest) Have you sought any additional and more 
detailed information on this practice? 
(Evaluation) Have you given any consideration as to 
whether you can apply this practice to your 
teaching situation? 
(Trial) Have you tried out the practice to see if 
it applies to your teaching situation? 
(Adoption) Have You Adopted this Practice as A Regular 
Part of Your Teaching? (p. 47) 
The authors looked at teacher adoption of 17 innovative prac¬ 
tices and found that climate variables such as the existence of a 
staff committee for the innovation, in-service activity and profes¬ 
sional involvement, and class size were positively correlated with 
the degree of innovation adoption. 
A number of previous dissertations also focused on the factors 
which influenced innovation adoption by teachers. All of these stud¬ 
ies used one form or another of self-report format as the measure of 
innovation adoption and the nature of the innovation being adapted. 
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Medieros (1967) found that good student-teacher relationships were 
the primary factors in successful adoption.41 Wygel (1966) focused 
on teacher characteristics as factors and found that "innovators" 
perceived themselves as such and were generally younger.4^ Yegge 
(1971) found that support from significant others was an important 
variable.4^ Haven (1973) found it difficult to isolate specific 
variables and found that the process of innovation adoption was not 
uniform. Bettas (1974) found the degree to which teachers were 
positively involved in the development of the innovation was corre- 
45 lated with their degree of adoption. 
The work of Fullan (1972) and Fullan and Pomfret (1977) is per¬ 
haps most directly analogous to the CBAM research. In the earlier 
work, Fullan sets up clearly the rationale for looking at innovation 
adoption through the user, teacher, perspective. The complexity and 
the developmental nature of the process of innovation adoption make 
the industrial/rural model an inadequate frame. The use of the in¬ 
novation has to be carefully tracked because there are a wide range 
of variables that may interact with the developmental process. While 
the Havelock and Benne models are good, Fullan sees them as focusing 
on planned change, as having an organizational or innovation rather 
than a user focus. As such, these models will be less sensitive to 
what actually happens in the process. For example, Fullan sees the 
innovation as gradually becoming an end in itself with user and sys¬ 
tem interaction and impact which are not taken into account in plan¬ 
ned change models. 
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Based upon this discussion, he posits a model for effective 
change or innovation adoption which accepts the process as develop¬ 
mental, has a systemic perspective, and looks at the way in which the 
individual user is actually implementing the innovation. Too much of 
the past research depended upon reports of supervisors about whether 
or not the innovation is being used and a check list of administra¬ 
tive "process" goals (i.e., the workshops introducing the innovation 
were given and attended by all the users).46 
The Fullen and Pomfret article's major focus is on the review 
of implementation studies. The authors point out that past discus¬ 
sions of innovation implementation have not really focused on the 
process of implementation. They find the past studies problematic 
for the following reasons: poor definition of the innovation does 
not lead to knowing what exactly has changed; implementation is com¬ 
bined or confused with other steps in the change process; self-report 
questionnaires' poorly understood definition of what the innovation 
is or administrators' perceptions of some generic innovation in their 
district or school; and, observation studies which tend to focus on 
the innovation as planned rather than the actual process of implemen¬ 
tation. The organizational studies that have been done show that 
there are real differences in both the degree of quality of imple- 
47 
mentation of innovations across and within organizations. 
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A Brief Summary 
As the Fullan and Pomfret article indicates, very few studies 
focus as directly on the actual user and the user's process of inno¬ 
vation adoption as does CBAM. Most of the other studies focus on the 
causes or features which influence innovation adoption. Generally, 
recent writing agrees with the CBAM model in a number of assumptions: 
(1) The failure of innovations necessitates more intensive 
study of the adoption process. 
(2) The individual user is an important part of the process. 
(3) Implementation must be separated out from the rest of the 
change process. 
(4) Planned change is a complex, problematic process in social 
systems. The classic research/diffusion theory does not 
hold. Models which are both systemic and see change as a 
developmental process must be developed. 
(5) Classical definitions of the theoretician and practitioner 
are not suitable for the innovation adoption process. 
However, the CBAM model differs from most of the other studies in 
that it has carefully built its theory in stages: 
(1) Clear focus on ways to isolate and reach consensus on what 
exactly the innovation is. 
(2) Clear focus on ways to measure an individual's degree and 
fidelity of innovation use. 
(3) Clear focus on the systemic issues which relate to an in¬ 
novation adoption process. 
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(4) Clear focus on the use of the above data to develop an 
intervention theory to maximize the adoption of a particu¬ 
lar innovation. 
The core of the model remains the study of actual innovation 
adoption. It is this core which was the central thrust of this 
study. 
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CHAPTER III 
AN OVERVIEW OF THE SMITH SCHOOL INNOVATION 
Introduction 
The use of the CBAM model to study the Smith School innovation 
seems appropriate. This section presents an overview of the Smith 
School innovation, the theory underlying the new organization of the 
school, and the specific innovations that have been undertaken. As 
the CBAM designers state, it is important to be clear about the char¬ 
acterization of the innovation configuration. As Smith School has 
been a lab school with a history of attempting innovative ideas, a 
correct characterization of the innovation is perhaps more important. 
Moreover, as suggested by the CBAM designers, the model cannot be ef¬ 
fective if its focus is too wide. Thus, the author has studied one 
of the specific innovations, the transition period, as an integral 
part of the general attempt to restructure the school. 
The Smith School: An Introduction 
The following introduction to the innovations at the Smith 
School appeared in the "Visitor's Guide" to the school. It is quoted 
here at length because the author feels it is the best description 




The Staff has begun exploring the area of developmen¬ 
tal theory associated with Piaget, Gesell, Bruner, Kohlberg 
and others. In particular they were concerned with how the 
theories could be applied to the classroom to enhance and 
enrich the possibilities for children's growth. Viewing a 
child's development as moving from the simple to complex, 
concrete to abstract, and absolute to relative, the staff 
has created a profile of a child's development in the areas 
of social/personal development, communication, concept de¬ 
velopment, and problem solving. Within each of these 
areas, eight or nine specific developmental criteria have 
been identified and analyzed. 
For example, in the area of social/personal develop¬ 










Using knowledge gained from the literature and their 
own experiences with children, the staff identified a con¬ 
tinuum for each of the developmental criteria. Several 
examples show sample behaviors for a child at different 
developmental points. Thus, staff and parents can observe 
and discuss a child's developmental progress in order to 
plan appropirate educational activities. For example, al¬ 
though two children may be ready to work on multiplication 
problems, one child may need much work with manipulatives 
and the other child may be able to grasp the concept 
through paper and pencil activities. When a teacher plans 
a group activity that requires a leader, he/she might 
choose a child who has developed leadership skills for a 
difficult task or choose a child needing leadership exper¬ 
ience for a less difficult task. 
We have learned several important things through our 
initial efforts with the checklist. 
First, while the developmental approach focuses on 
patterns of growth common to all children, there are many 
individual differences. Children at the same develop¬ 
mental level may show differences in personality, inter- 
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ests, learning styles, content knowledge, and Quickness. 
Therefore, in addition to the focus on general patterns of 
growth suggested in the Developmental Checklist attention 
should be given to those individual differences which 
enrich the learning process. 
Second, children's developmental growth tends to move 
along continuums from less to more sophisticated levels of 
behavior. However, development rarely proceeds smoothly. 
Growth along a particular continuum may be intermittent, 
occur in spurts and even appear at times to be going in 
reverse. 
Third, the developmental continuums often overlap with 
one another. At times, they are so entwined that particu¬ 
lar observations of a child's behavior may simultaneously 
suggest levels of maturity on several related continuums. 
Rarely does development occur along one continuum without 
affecting developments on other continuums. For this rea¬ 
son, it is sometimes difficult to label a set of behaviors 
as belonging solely to one continuum. For example, when 
observing a child who makes a sophisticated move in a 
checkers game setting up a "triple jump," we might con¬ 
clude one or a combination of the following: (1) the child 
thinks about many variables simultaneously, thus exhibiting 
the ability to think complexly; (2) the child is able to 
mentally project several moves in advance, thus exhibiting 
the ability to make abstractions; and/or (3) the child 
places him/herself in the opponents' position and can 
guess the moves that he/she would be likely to make--to 
decentralize. 
Fourth, children exhibit a range of behaviors, not 
just a single point of development along a continuum. 
Children sequentially exhibit behaviors at different lev¬ 
els—one minute acting immature and the next minute being 
very sophisticated. Children's behavior can be best de¬ 
scribed as falling within a range, rather than being at a 
point of development. 
Fifth, early learning experiences provide the building 
blocks for later stages of developmental growth. Stated 
another way, more advanced levels of development subsume 
earlier levels. 
Sixth, understanding children's developmental levels 
and needs helps teachers and parents provide appropriate 
learning opportunities. This insures that children will 
not be frustrated by learning activities which are too 
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advanced nor bored by activities which are too simple, but 
rather challenged and kept on the "cutting edge" of their 
own development. 
Seventh, learning opportunities which are "open- 
ended," which provide for a range of possible responses at 
different maturity levels, enable the teacher to observe 
differences in children's developmental levels more easily 
than "closed-ended" activities. 
A Developmental Profile is being created that lists 
the continuum and allows staff to record the range of a 
child's behavior on each continuum. 
The staff is also presently involved in expanding the 
Profile to include aesthetic development, psychomotor de¬ 
velopment (movement and manipulation), and development of 
symbol understanding. 
Program 
In order to implement this developmental profile 
methodology. Smith School is providing a flexible way for 
children to pass through elementary school years. 
First, it is important that age and calendar no longer 
be the criteria for children moving from one classroom to 
another. Children of the same age may be at various aca¬ 
demic and developmental levels. The school provides for 
flexible entrance to school, various transition times with¬ 
in the school year, and flexible exit points. Therefore, 
neither classrooms nor children are labelled according to 
grade designations. 
Flexible entrance—Rather than the accepted practice 
of children beginning school if they are five between Jan¬ 
uary 1 and December 31, children at Smith School enter at 
various points during the year. Children enter in Septem¬ 
ber, if their birthday is between July 1 and December 31. 
They enter in January, if they become five between January 
1 and March 31. If children become five between April 1 
and June 31, they enter in April. 
As more children enter each year in January and April 
the grade level designations become less meaningful for 
children, parents and staff. 
In addition, rather than waiting one year before be- 
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ginning a full day school program, five-year-old children 
at Smith School are eligible for a full-day program at the 
end of four weeks or as soon after that time as is appro¬ 
priate for the individual child, as determined by parents 
and staff together. 
Transition—At the end of each quarter, approximately 
every nine weeks, each child is evaluated as to whether 
their present placement is appropriate. The evaluation is 
actually an ongoing informal process involving use of the 
developmental profile and academic accomplishments. If 
another placement seems more appropriate, the child may 
then move to another classroom. 
Flexible Exit—Since the children are not placed in 
grades and there is no set time for children to be at Smith 
School, there is an opportunity for children to enter the 
junior high program in either September or January. Al¬ 
though most children will spend approximately seven years 
at Smith School, some children will need to spend less time 
and others more time. 
The other part of the Smith School program is the 
connection of the classrooms and their relationship to the 
Developmental Profile. Classrooms are organized into four 
clusters: Early Learning Centers, South Learning Centers, 
North Learning Centers, and the Workshop Program. 
Early Learning Centers—The children in these class- 
rooms range in age from 4-7. Early Learning Centers em¬ 
phasize those skills needed for success in all curriculum 
areas. The goal is to build a firm foundation for later 
learning. 
South Learning Center--These children range in age 
from 5 to 9. 
North Learning Center-Children in these classrooms 
range in age from eight to twelve. 
Workshop Proqram--For some of the children aged 9 to 
12 there is a different format. Whereas the classrooms in 
the Early, South and North Learning Centers are self-con¬ 
tained with one teacher responsible for approximately 25 
children, children in the workshop program move from one 
teacher to another throughout the day. This program's only 
academic requirements are a fourth-grade reading level and 
a basic understanding of the four mathematical operations 
with whole numbers. Each quarter children choose four 
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workshops from a variety of topics within each of the cur¬ 
riculum areas including art, music, physical education, and 
foreign language as well as language arts, math, science, 
and social studies. Children are expected to handle long¬ 
term assignments with less direction from the teacher. 
During each of these nine-week concentration periods, stu¬ 
dents are given basic knowledge by the teacher and then 
guided to pursue further skills in areas of interest. 
Some children participate in a partial workshop pro¬ 
gram. This program permits children from the North Learn¬ 
ing Center to attend workshop classes for a particular 
curriculum area for the quarter. This might continue each 
quarter or only once or twice each year. 
The progression of students through Smith School can 
be diagrammed the following way. 




There are presently twelve classroom teachers at Smith 
School and their teaching assignment depends on the numbers 
of children at different developmental levels. 
In addition to the classroom teachers a number of 
other staff are available to assist in the education of 
the Smith School children. 
Specialists—Teachers in art, music and physical edu- 
cation are available four days per week to provide instruc¬ 
tion in each of these important areas. A foreign language 
teacher in French and Spanish is available each morning to 
provide instruction to our ten-, eleven-, and twelve-year- 
old children. 
Title I—Smith School is a Title I school and through 
the program aides are provided to assist the classroom 
teachers in meeting the needs of those children having 
some difficulty in reading or math. 
Resource Team--In addition to a full-time guidance 
counselor and part-time remedial reading teacher to work 
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with the children, there are special education staff avail¬ 
able to work with children with more serious needs. A 
half-time speech and language teacher works with children 
of all ages. Children with severe learning disabilities 
or need for more intense counseling are served by two spe¬ 
cial education teachers. One is full-time and one half¬ 
time. 
Library--The library, in the basement of the School 
of Education, is extremely important to our program, pro¬ 
viding the needed resources to both students and staff. 
Other Special Features 
After school day-care program—Because of the many 
children of working parents and university students. Smith 
School provides the space for an after-school program. 
The program has been extremely successful and always has a 
waiting list. Another elementary school in Amherst has 
recently adopted this program. 
Center for Research in Applied Developmental Theory— 
Given the focus of the Smith School program and the link 
faculty at the School of Education have with Piaget, the 
Center for Research in Applied Developmental Theory was 
organized to foster research and discussion in developmen- 
tal theory. The Center is presently seeking funding for 
its programs, while providing a forum for seminars in de¬ 
velopmental theory. 
Although there are questions yet to be answered about 
the Smith School program, the initial responses from chil¬ 
dren, parents, and staff are very positive. Our children 
are learning and enjoying the learning process. We feel 
we are definitely headed in the right direction. 
The Innovation 
The choice of the transition period, or transition as it has 
been described in the Visitor's Guide, has been made for a number of 
reasons. First, it was suggested by the principal and staff as a 
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central feature of the new school structure. Second, it was a sig¬ 
nificantly different procedure than was usually followed by the 
staff, many of whom work hard at the social issues of development 
through the creation of a classroom community over the year. Thus, 
the innovation challenged some of their strongly-held assumptions and 
practices. Third, it was localizable in time and presented a set of 
logistical problems that cannot be ignored. Staff members had the 
innovation clearly in mind as they met deadlines. Finally, it was 
the one particular innovation that involved all staff members of the 
school directly. 
CBAM designers Loucks and Hord (1980) suggest an inductive 
method for determining any specific innovation configuration. These 
steps are presented in Figure 111.1. The author sees these steps as 
necessary in studying an innovation that will have a large population 
that spans different schools and districts. However, he saw no such 
procedure as necessary in this case. There was a finite number of 
subjects (n = 20), and the innovation took place within a single set¬ 
ting, and the developers were the implementers (see Step One of the 
suggested procedure). The author has already interviewed the prin¬ 
cipal and the staff members. There was a high degree of agreement 
as to the configuration of the innovation of the transition period. 
The series of steps is listed below: 
(1) Before the end of the transition period, the teacher 
looks at each child in his/her room with the develop¬ 
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(2) Children that are identified for possible movement 
are discussed with other teachers and specialists. 
(3) The logistics and environments of other classroom com¬ 
munities are analyzed to see if movement is possible. 
(4) The principal is notified of the possible move. A 
discussion with the child and family is initiated to 
explore the possibility of the move. 
(5) Pre-move activities (visiting new classroom, etc.) 
are set up to ease the transition. 
(6) After the move is made, a child's progress is 
followed up. 
(7) Working with teachers, children, and parents who will 
be moving into a class to establish appropriate tran¬ 
sition activities and adjustment procedures. 
It is important to note here that these steps assumed that the pro¬ 
posed transition would be carried out successfully. The staff at 
the Smith School was clear in its feeling that participation in the 
innovation of the transition periods must include Steps 1-4, even if 
the move is ultimately not made, that any number of problems may make 
movement problematic and those problems should not be seen as ones 
which interfere with innovation implementation. If, however, staff 
do not approach transition periods by engaging in the beginning of 
the process, that should be seen as a sign that the implementation 
is not taking place. 
Some Concluding Remarks 
The author would briefly like to review two features of the 
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Smith School and the innovation that complicate the study. First, 
the school's "Visitor's Guide" indicated that the overall innovation 
configuration is highly complex and ambitious. Hall (1975)2 dis¬ 
cusses system overload, a phrase that characterizes a situation in 
which a number of innovation bundles are introduced into a system. 
Each innovation requires getting used to on the part of a teacher. 
While this was the case in the Smith School, a mitigating feature 
was that each specific innovation was a direct outgrowth of a common 
theoretical base and was clearly understood by each staff member as 
part of a whole. Moreover, the staff were the developers. No out¬ 
side consultants made conflicting demands on them to see that their 
specific innovation was being implemented. Finally, the staff saw 
the specific innovation proposed for this study as integral to the 
new school structure and one which they were committed to trying. 
Second, the school's past experience as a lab school in a poli¬ 
tically ambiguous environment proved problematic. Implementing inno¬ 
vations often get confused or linked with different people's or sub¬ 
systems' agendas in a setting of this nature. The author was sensi¬ 
tive to this circumstance, and it must be pointed out that the CBAM 
model allows for research into individual teachers' implementation 
of an innovation and maintains a sensitivity to context. 
Finally, the author felt that a number of conditions made this 
study desirable. First, his preliminary conversations with the staff 
were positive. They looked forward to the study and the opportunity 
to talk about the innovation as it occurred, even though this dia- 
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logue was carefully structured. Second, the school system supported 
the innovation in a number of ways. Third, most of the research con¬ 
ducted on the CBAM model has been done on specific curricular innova¬ 
tions or teaming procedures. Rarely has the opportunity arisen to 
research a total school innovation, one which begins from many of the 
change assumptions and values that authors like Goodlad, Sarason, 
Coser and Keith, and Gross, et al. assert should be at the center of 
future educational innovations. 
68 
Chapter III Notes 
1. S.M. Hord and S.F. Loucks, "A Concerns-Based Model for the De¬ 
livery of In-Service," R&DCTE (Austin, TX, 1980), p. 12. 
2. G.E. Hall, "The Effects of 'Change' on Teachers and Professors-- 
Theory, Research, and Implications for Decision-Makers," R&DCTE 




The methodology chapter reviews the reliability and validity of 
the instrumentation used in the study, presents the proposed study 
design, and reviews and evaluates the actual research process, and 
presents an overview of the analysis. Both the SoC Questionnaire 
and the LoU Interview have been found to have acceptable levels of 
reliability and validity, although because of the lack of other 
models and previous research the LoU validity process is somewhat 
circular. The research design called for gathering questionnaire 
and interview data at regular, relevant intervals from the entire 
Smith School teaching staff. This design has been successful, al¬ 
though gathering interview data for one interval during the first 
year was judged to be unnecessary. The data processing of the 
instruments was done strictly by the procedures and parameters 
established by the CBAM model and analysis will look at how teach¬ 
ers' concerns about (as measured by the SoC) and use of (as measured 
by the LoU) the transition periods changed over time. 
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The Research Question 
As has been stated in Chapter I, the research question for this 
dissertation can be stated as follows: 
To what extent is the Concerns-Based Adoption Model an ef¬ 
fective diagnostic framework in assessing the Smith School 
teachers' implementation of the structural innovation in 
their school? 
Periodic and regular use of both CBAM instruments (the SoC Question¬ 
naire and the Loll Interview) over two years has provided extensive 
data from which to draw conclusions about the question. Discussion 
of the instrumentation's development and reliability and validity 
studies, the proposed data collection design and retrospective eval¬ 
uation of that design as it might influence results, and the overall 
plan and rationale for data analysis follow in this chapter. It is 
important to note here that specific discussion of the data analysis 
of the SoC Questionnaire is presented in Chapter V and specific dis¬ 
cussion of the Loll Interview is presented in Chapter VI. 
The SoC Questionnaire--Deve1opment, Reliability and Validity^ 
Development. The development of the SoC Questionnaire has been doc¬ 
umented by a number of Center papers. Hall and George (1977) and 
George (1977) both review the process by which the reliability and 
validity of the SoC Questionnaire has been established. George's 
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"The Development and Validation of a Concerns Questionnaire" will be 
used here to present the reliability and validity studies done by 
? 
the Center. 
The initial step in working towards an instrument was to hypoth¬ 
esize 7 stages of concern (see Chapter II) about an innovation based 
on the previous work by Fuller already cited and the case studies 
that the Center staff developed as a result of their experience. 
Then, over 300 elementary teachers and college professors were asked 
to write their concerns about the innovations being adopted at their 
own institutions. These concerns were developed into discrete state¬ 
ments and Q-sorted by ten judges according to the 7 stages. Those 
items that were agreed upon by six or more judges as being an example 
of one of the stages of concern were included as an item in an ini¬ 
tial questionnaire. Thus, the initial questionnaire did not have an 
equal number of items per concern (195 total, from 14 to 68 per con¬ 
cern). A subsequent factor analysis produced 10 factors. Three of 
these were discarded because no items had primary loadings on them. 
There is a high correlation between the 7 remaining factors and the 
hypothesized stages of concern. 
A comparison of the hypothesized scales with the obtained factor 
structure revealed surprisingly high congruence. Stages of Concern 
scores calculated by summing each person's responses on the items for 
each scale can be correlated with factor scores computed on the basis 
of the VAR IMAX rotated factor structure. A program developed these 
correlations, which are summarized in Figure IV.1. This matrix shows 
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Figure IV.1 
Correlations Between VARIMAX Factor Scores and Scale Scores 
on the Pilot Stages of Concern Questionnaire-- 
Analysis of 150 Items, 363 Respondents 
VARIMAX Factor Scores 
7 1 6 3 4 2 5 
0 .83 -.36 .41 .04 .05 -.04 -.09 
1 .46 .67 -.40 -.10 .22 -.35 .01 
2 -.14 .49 .72 .36 .04 -.14 .26 
3 .10 -.04 -.34 .91 .10 .12 -.12 
4 -.14 -.19 .00 .12 .96 -.02 -.07 
5 .10 .37 .11 -.11 .11 .82 -.34 
6 .16 -.05 -.17 -.02 .07 .40 .88 
At this point, the final 
selecting the five items 
factor loading (at least 
35 item questionnaire was constructed by 
for each factor that had the heaviest 
.5). 
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that VARIMAX Factor 7 corresponds to the SoC scale for Stage 0, Fac¬ 
tor 1 corresponds to Stage 1, etc. This analysis led project members 
to infer that the 7 scales tapped 7 independent constructs which 
could be identified readily with the seven Stages of Concern proposed 
in the Concerns-Based Adoption Model. 
Reliability. As would be expected, the internal reliability of the 
instrument should be quite high, given the way the items were se¬ 
lected. In fact. Figure IV.2 shows this to be true. The figure rep¬ 
resents the responses of 830 teachers and professors to the 35-item 
questionnaire and KR20 internal reliability studies. Of these 830 
respondents, 171 were randomly selected for a two-week interval test- 
retest reliability study. Over 75 percent (N = 132) returned the 
questionnaire and the reliability statistics presented in Figure IV.3 
are just as strong. 
Validity. As the George article states, validity of the SoC Ques¬ 
tionnaire was more problematic, given the lack of other accepted 
measures or theories. 
These indicators of measurement stability reflect the re¬ 
liability of the scores obtained on the questionnaire. The 
validity of the scores as measures of concerns (as we con¬ 
ceptualize concerns) could not be demonstrated as easily. 
There does not exist another measure of concerns with which 
we could easily compare our measure. Following Cronbach 
and Meehl (1955), we have endeavored to demonstrate that 
scores on the questionnaire relate to each other and to 
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related. Thus, intercorrelation matrices, judgments of 
concerns based on interview data, and confirmation of ex¬ 
pected group differences and changes over time have been 
used to investigate the validity of the SoC scores.3 
The intercorrelation studies were done on the same data that 
provided data for the reliability studies. Items in each stage cor¬ 
related with each other to a much higher degree than they correlated 
with either the total score of the instrument or with items repre¬ 
senting the other stages. In addition, scores from the 1974 study 
were converted to percentiles and a composite table prepared which 
represents the average percentiles for those individuals who peaked 
on a given stage. Analysis of those percentiles show expected pat¬ 
terns of concern. For example, scores adjacent to the highest con¬ 
cern tend to be higher than those further away which adds weight to 
the developmental nature of concerns. The fact that Stage 6 concerns 
tend to be higher than others for people with high Stage 0, 1, and 2 
concerns is consistent with the notion that people with high non-user 
concerns would naturally be more interested in something else (re¬ 
newal) than they would be in the innovation's impact on children. 
The second study for validity dealt with interviewing ratings 
of Stages of Concern compared to scores on the SoC Questionnaire. 
Three staff members interviewed 28 respondents randomly selected from 
several hundred people who completed the questionnaire in 1976. Fig¬ 
ure IV.4 presents the r values as correlations between interviewer 
ratings and SoC Questionnaire scores of peak concern scores. Ideal- 
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Figure IV.4 
Correlation of Peak Stage Estimates 
and Rank Order of SoC Percentile Scores 
Quantitative Peak SoC 
Ratings 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
0 .27 .34 -.11 .02 .22 .22 -.13 
1 .15 .47 .47 -.09 -.11 -.50 -.45 
2 .03 .38 .42 -.21 -.10 -.24 -.34 
3 -.25 -.08 .00 .30 -.04 .02 .09 
4 -.05 -.22 -.26 -.01 .13 .08 .33 
5 -.20 -.48 -.20 -.03 .31 .54 .16 
6 -.20 -.20 .16 -.15 .24 .17 .31 
N = 65 critical r = .25 P < .05 
r = .32 P < .01 
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ly, the highest r values would occur in the diagonal high left to low 
right. In other words, the highest positive correlations would occur 
at 0/0, 1/1, 2/2, etc. 
As George indicates, the above validation studies seem problem¬ 
atic. All the previous work mentioned by George has a circularity 
to it in that reliability and validity depend on criteria and condi¬ 
tions already established by the Center. Thus, the factors in the 
analysis may have been determined by the Q-sort, in turn pre-deter- 
mined by the existence of 7 posited factors. The internal reliabil¬ 
ity (KR-20) scores are guaranteed by the factor analysis as were the 
r values on item analyses for the intercorrelational validity stud¬ 
ies. Even the rigorous interview study was done by Center staff mem¬ 
bers with the predetermined set that posits the 7 stages of concern. 
However, in the final validation study, the SoC Questionnaire 
was used in two instances in which new data was gathered from teach¬ 
ers who were participating in implementing innovations that were dif¬ 
ferent than the ones used in the development of the instrument. In 
one study, one group of teachers had more experience with an innova¬ 
tion than another comparable group. In the second study, one group 
of teachers was studied over time. The SoC Questionnaire was admin¬ 
istered before workshop training, after workshop training, and again 
after the teachers had been using the innovation (Figure IV.5). If 
the SoC Questionnaire is valid, one would hypothesize a difference 
in profiles of the two groups in the first study. In fact, the work- 
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Figure IV.5 
Concerns Profiles for Workshop and Nonworkshop Groups 
* < Workshop 
>►* - —# Nonworkshop 
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shop participants show lower Stage 0, 1, 2, and 4 concerns than the 
non-participants which is to be expected, given their relative degree 
of familiarity with the innovation. In the second study, we would 
expect Non-User (Stage 0, 1, 2) and Management (3) concerns to de¬ 
crease over time. In fact, they do. In addition. Collaboration (5) 
concerns increase over time as people begin to want to share what 
they are doing with others (Figure IV.6). 
While the reliability and correlation statistics are quite im¬ 
pressive for the research done from 1974 to 1976, the writer is more 
impressed with the studies that were conducted in these later studies 
using the instrument in new situations and that support the hypoth¬ 
eses contained in the theories about innovation concerns developed 
by the Center. 
The LoU Interview—Development, Reliability and Validity 
Hall, Loucks, Rutherford and Newlove (1975), Loucks, Newlove and 
Hall (1976), and Loucks (1977) all present the concepts of the inter¬ 
view. The third presents the reliability and validity statistics and 
9 
will be used in this discussion. 
Development. The Levels of Use Interview has less data available for 
reliability and validity than does the Stages of Concern Question¬ 
naire. Statistical research is problematic for an interview which 
"does not ask a specific list of predetermined, pre-sequenced ques- 
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Figure IV.6 
Concerns About a Preschool Thinking and Reasoning Program 
Assessed at Three Points in Time 
’ —K Pre-assessment 
* K Post-assessment 
*—#-X—it Follow-up 
Stages of Concern 
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tions, but rather uses a branching technique derived from the defined 
decision points which separate each level . . . The interview fol¬ 
lows the flow of ideas reported by the interviewee, making the inter¬ 
view conversational in tone yet yielding enough information to place 
the individual at a particular Level of Use."^ Instrument devel¬ 
opment was not so much a question of developing internal reliability 
as it was being sure that the branching questions adequately surfaced 
the decision points and categories of knowledge and activity that 
characterize an individual's Level of Use of an Innovation. This 
process was accomplished by a series of steps involving item writing 
and Q-sorts. 
Reliability. Inter-rater reliability is the most important form of 
reliability for the interview. Here, the statistics are quite im¬ 
pressive. The procedure for rating Levels of Use Interview tapes 
evolved as the measure was developed and refined. In the first year 
of the 1974-76 longitudinal studies of innovation at elementary 
school and college levels, two raters independently listened to each 
tape and gave ratings for overall LoU and the seven categories. If 
the raters disagreed as to the overall LoU, a third rater rated the 
tape independently. Overall LoU was determined when the third rater 
agreed with one of the original raters. Using this procedure, the 
first two raters agreed upon 66% of the 1,381 interview tapes made 
in this first year. Another 26% were resolved by the third rater. 
The remaining 8% were rated collectively by staff members and a con- 
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sensus rating was made. Traditional reliability coefficients ob¬ 
tained for the first two raters indicated inter-rater reliabilities 
of .87 to .96.11 
In the second year of the longitudinal studies, an effort 
was made to reduce the complexities of the rating procedure 
to make it more cost-effective without decreasing percent 
agreements and interrater reliabilities. As the interview 
procedure was refined, it was found that a trained inter¬ 
viewer could often rate the individual immediately after 
the interview, so the interviewer rating took the place of 
one of the two ratings. (The interviewer listened at a 
later time to those interviews that posed some rating dif¬ 
ficulties.) Therefore, only one other rater was needed. 
Using this procedure, interrater reliability on overall 
LoU rating was .96, with 73% agreement between the two 
raters. Those tapes that were not agreed upon were dis¬ 
cussed by the two raters and a consensus rating was 
reached. This procedure was utilized in the second year 
(Fall 1975 to Spring 1976) of the two-year longitudinal 
study J2 
Validity. Validity for the LoU depends on correlating the "self- 
report" data of the interview with some method of observing the re¬ 
spondent's behavior. Moreover, as Loucks states. 
. . . use of an innovation cannot be assessed solely by 
observing classroom behavior. Large amounts of out of 
class time are often spent planning, looking for informa¬ 
tion, discussing the innovation with others, and organizing 
for its use. Furthermore, Levels of Use are defined in 
terms of qualitative aspects of use, rather than the quan¬ 
tity of certain behaviors.^ 
While the Center did not have the resources to undertake a full eth¬ 
nographic research project to validate the LoU Interview, 45 teachers 
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who were participating in a junior high school science curriculum in¬ 
novation were interviewed and 17 of these who were spread across the 
Levels of Use scale were chosen for intense ethnographic research. 
The ethnographers spent entire school days with each teacher develop¬ 
ing a protocol which provided a detailed description of the classroom 
and activities of the teacher throughout the day. 
Independent Levels of Use ratings were made by the ethno¬ 
grapher, by two readers of the ethnographic protocols, by 
the interviewer, and by a second rater of the interview 
tape. Two major comparisons (in order of importance) were 
made to determine validity: (1) between the ethnographer's 
rating and the consensus interview rating (when disagree¬ 
ments occur, a final rating decision is made by consensus), 
and (2) between the consensus reader rating and the consen¬ 
sus interview rating. The correlation coefficient deter¬ 
mined for the first comparison was .98, indicating that the 
LoU Interview validly represented what was learned by the 
ethnographer in a full day of observation. The coefficient 
for the second comparison was .65, which lent support to 
the validity of the interview, although at the same time 
revealing the difficulty involved in conveying sufficient 
information second-hand (i.e., the rough written protocols) 
to allow an adequate judgment of an individual's LoU.14 
The r values seem quite acceptable. The difference in the two 
may be due to the fact that the consensus reader rating is not a 
direct LoU rating, but rather a "once removed" look at the data on 
the part of people who may not have high inter-rater reliability on 
their understanding or interpretation of ethnographic protocols. 
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Data Gathering and Training for the SoC Questionnaire 
The schedule presented in Figure IV.7 was the proposed syste¬ 
matic administration of the SoC Questionnaire to be used to gather 
Smith School teachers' concerns about the transition period innova¬ 
tion. 
It is important to note that the design called for questionnaire 
administration at only two of four transition periods for both years 
of the study. There are a number of reasons for this proposal. 
First, the nature of the questionnaire is such that it seems repeti¬ 
tive to respondents. Too frequent administration of the instrument 
would have set up some resistance that the author wished to avoid. 
Second, because the study depended upon the continued cooperation of 
the teachers and because the author had a good deal of sympathy with 
the teacher's day, he did not want to get into the pattern of pursu¬ 
ing them for another onerous "piece of paper." Extensive experience 
with questionnaires shows that initial return rates are low. More¬ 
over, his experience with group administration of this questionnaire 
had been unsatisfactory. Thus, he distributed the SoC with the let¬ 
ter to teachers which requested them to schedule an interview. He 
followed up on the questionnaire data informally and individually 
while he was on site interviewing. A group administration of the 
questionnaire would have been intrusive to a problematic degree in 
an individual teacher's expression of their concerns. Finally, the 



























tudinal studies done using the questionnaire. Thus, not only for 
data gathering reasons, but for substantive reasons, the author felt 
comfortable with the proposed process for gathering questionnaire 
data. 
Training for the use of the instrument was not necessary. As 
the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education states in 
the manual (Hall, George and Rutherford, 1977) for using the instru¬ 
ment, it is possible to use the SoC without training. In addition 
to providing background information about the Concerns Model and the 
Stages Questionnaire, the manual presents suggestions on how to use 
the instrument, sample demographic data sheets and introductory let¬ 
ters to potential respondents, a program for scoring the instrument, 
and sample interpretations of concern profiles. The author had a 
reasonably extensive experience with the questionnaire. He used the 
questionnaire in five different projects that he was involved with. 
One of his uses of the questionnaire has been in collaboration with 
an individual who has previously used the SoC as part of a validated 
Massachusetts Title IV-c Project. Thus, no special plans for train¬ 
ing in or becoming familiar with the questionnaire were undertaken. 
Data Gathering and Training for the LoU Interview 
Major issues in conducting the Levels of Use Interviews seemed 
to be scheduling the teachers and standardizing the process. The 
author felt that most effective time for an interview was the week 
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following each Transition Period. Use of the innovation was fresh 
in the teachers' minds, its effects on them and students was strong, 
and they were not pressured to fulfill the demands of the innovation 
(the reason for not interviewing, or attempting to schedule an inter¬ 
view in the week preceding the Transition Period). The scheduling 
for interviews in June for the last Transition Period of the year was 
different. The week after this period was, by definition, the week 
after school was over. Thus, the author interviewed the teachers 
before the close of school. He did not feel that this variation was 
as problematic as it might have been, due to the fact that the actual 
work for the Fourth Transition Period had taken place before the end 
of school, and he scheduled interviews after this work had taken 
place. Thus, the interview took place at a similar perceptual time 
for the teachers. The proposed interview schedule over a two-year 
period is presented in Figure IV.8. 
Each interview was organized to balance the necessity for stan¬ 
dardizing the process with the parameters of a school setting and 
the fact that the interview process is an intrusive one, both for a 
teacher's work day and his/her personal life. At least one week be¬ 
fore interviews were scheduled, the author put a short note in each 
teacher's mail box reminding them of the interview and asking them 
to sign up for the interview in a folder placed in the Main Office. 
During the week preceding the interviews, the author visited the 
school to informally check the schedule for completeness and person¬ 
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school was crowded and teachers' schedules were busy, it was not ex¬ 
pected that the interviews would be able to be held in the same place 
or same time over the period of the study. Because the protocol is 
standardized, this change in time or place was not problematic. If, 
however, teacher concerns or external variables intervened to disrupt 
the standard pattern of the interview, the author terminated and re¬ 
scheduled it with the teacher. It was also expected that some teach¬ 
ers would be unable to meet their originally scheduled appointment 
and that they would have to put off the interview until the following 
week. This delay was problematic only if it became a pattern with a 
teacher or teachers. However, this pattern did not emerge. 
Training and familiarity with the Loll Interview is important. 
In order to use the Levels of Use Interview, the Center for Research 
in Teaching mandates a training process for an individual. This pro¬ 
cess consists of a two-day workshop on site in Austin in which the 
trainee leans how to conduct the interview and score it. This pro¬ 
cess is followed by the trainee's conducting interviews in his/her 
own setting and mailing these to Austin for a Center review of inter¬ 
view techniques. Once the trainee has passed this step, the Center 
sends him/her sample tapes for scoring. This process is continued 
until the trainee has reached an acceptable level of scoring exper¬ 
tise. The author has participated in this training process and is 
an accredited Levels of Use interviewer and scorer. The author has 
used the interview protocol in other projects he has worked on. 
Thus, he has had both the initial training and additional experience 
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in conducting the interview. 
Overall Review of the Data Gathering Design 
For the most part the proposed design proved to be successful 
and provided the study with a rich set of questionnaires and inter¬ 
views which provide an in-depth look at one school faculty's adoption 
of a particular innovation during the first two years of the innova¬ 
tion's use. 
The technique used for insuring a high rate of return on the SoC 
Questionnaires worked. Teachers remarked to the author that "I don't 
want to come to the interview without the questionnaire," or "I'm 
sorry I don't have the questionnaire done. I'll get it to you by the 
end of school." Because he was in the school for an entire week, he 
was a visible reminder for teachers and rarely had to pursue an in¬ 
dividual teacher for the completed questionnaire. Thus, there was a 
very high rate of return for each of the four administrative dates, 
and the author has confidence that the data represents individual 
teacher concerns about the transition periods. A full presentation 
of the data will follow in Chapter V. 
The author also feels that gathering the data for the LoU Inter¬ 
view was successful. In addition to his letter to teachers which re¬ 
quested that they sign up for an interview, he went into the school 
the Thursday and Friday before the week of scheduled interviews and 
personally scheduled each teacher who had not yet signed up. While 
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it is true that the interviews were conducted at different places and 
times over the week, it is interesting to note that people generally 
scheduled themselves for the same times and places for each of their 
interviews. Moreover, they showed increasing comfort with and abil¬ 
ity to focus on the questions with each successive interview, thus 
increasing the usefulness of the interview and ease of scoring. The 
one major departure from the proposed design was that no interview 
data was collected for the third transition period for Year One of 
the study. The interval between the second and third and fourth 
transition periods appeared too slight. Effective base line data was 
established by conducting the interviews for the first transition 
period of Year One and four other interview times were judged to be 
enough for the research question. A full presentation of the data 
follows in Chapter VI. 
In addition to gathering LoU Interview data, the author decided 
to gather more informal, contextual interview data about the individ¬ 
ual's perceptions of and feelings about the experience generally. 
Accordingly, he adopted the following procedure. After the LoU was 
completed, he turned off the tape recorder and turned the cassette 
over. He then asked the teacher to comment on these questions: 
What has happened with the innovation to date (since the 
last time we talked)? 
How is the innovation affecting you? 
How are decisions being made about the innovation? 
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How are people getting along, communicating with you? 
Are there any outside groups or events which are influenc¬ 
ing the innovation? 
What do you feel is the most noteworthy thing about the 
innovation? 
and recorded responses. This data has been used as contextual 
background. One of the questions that may be asked about the inclu¬ 
sion of this informal interview is the degree to which its presence 
is problematic to the validity of the Loll data. The author feels 
this interference did not occur. No teacher ever expressed the de¬ 
sire to hurry through the LoU Interview to get to the important ques¬ 
tions. The author was quite formal about the LoU protocol and probed 
each teacher's responses until enough information was gathered to 
make scoring the interview clear. There were no cases in which 
teachers saved information for the informal interview that they 
should have given during the LoU Interview. In fact, rather than 
interfering with the LoU process, the informal data provides a rich 
context for discussion of the research question. 
Data Analysis 
The research question for this dissertation hypothesizes that 
teachers at the Smith School will validate the CBAM model in their 
adoption of the transition period innovation. Thus, the analysis of 
the SoC Questionnaire data will focus on the degree to which the 
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staff's concerns about adopting the transition period innovation 
develop over time; and the analysis of the LoU interview data will 
focus on the degree to which the staff's use of the innovation de¬ 
velops over time. 
In his work within the school, interviewing, administering ques¬ 
tionnaires, and setting up the logistics of the study, it became 
clear that there were five distinct sub-groups of teachers that were 
formed by the new organization of the school: the three Learning 
Centers, the Workshops, and the Support Service teachers whose work 
spanned all four. While the entire staff was involved in implement¬ 
ing the innovation of transition periods, each sub-group was affected 
in different ways. Thus, the author's analysis of data included pro¬ 
cedures for looking at both the entire staff and the differences be¬ 
tween each role group. 
SoC. For the SoC specifically, data analysis occurred according to 
the precise guidelines established by the SoC Manual (see Appendix 
A). The two most important analysis techniques are profile analysis 
and analysis of highest and second highest stage concerns. Both of 
these are holistic, interpretive procedures which make use of both 
questionnaire data and the context in which the respondents completed 
the questionnaire. The manual also suggests statistical analysis of 
the data within one population's responses to the questionnaire as a 
way of getting a sensitive picture of the respondents' concerns about 
a particular innovation in a specific context. 
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It is important to note here the difference between profile in¬ 
terpretation and relevant statistical analysis. Profile analysis is 
a holistic interpretation of all of the stages of concern. Use of 
the percentiles and the chart allows interpretation of the relative 
strengths of each stage of concern, what is the predominant stage of 
concern(s), and what an individual or group's overall feeling about 
an innovation might be at any one moment in time. Juxtaposition of 
profiles will allow interpretation of how these things either do or 
do not change over time. Statistical analysis will focus on one par¬ 
ticular stage, looking at how one individual or group's score for a 
particular stage changes (or does not) over time or how different 
individuals or groups relative intensity of concern for a particular 
stage is different (or is not) for a particular moment in time. This 
analysis can be accomplished by using an analysis of co-variance, 
with role as an independent variable and time as a covariant and sig¬ 
nificant results used as a way of validating the holistic analysis. 
With these procedures in mind, the author used both the descrip¬ 
tive method of interpreting the profiles and appropriate statistical 
analysis of stage scores to look at the entire staff's and five sub¬ 
groups' stages of concern over time. 
o Analysis of concerns scores suggested in Section IV of 
"Measuring Stages of Concern About the Innovation" for 
entire staff over the four administrations of the ques¬ 
tionnaire. 
o Analysis of concerns scores suggested in Section IV of 
"Measuring Stages of Concern About the Innovation" com- 
96 
paring five different role groups scores for each of the 
two administrations in Year Two. 
o Analysis of covariance with role as the independent var¬ 
iable and time as a covariant. 
LoU. For the Loll specifically, data analysis occurred according to 
guidelines established by the authors of the instruments (see Appen¬ 
dix B)J5 As the author has stated, he is an accredited scorer. 
As with the SoC Questionnaire, data was analyzed both for total 
staff and for different role groups. It is also important to remem¬ 
ber that the final overall LoU rating is judgemental, that while the 
LoU are developmental, they are still discrete categories and para¬ 
metric statistics would have been confusing and inappropriate. 
Therefore, analysis was the following: 
o Descriptive analysis of frequency tables by total group. 
o Descriptive analysis of frequency tables by role group 
controlling for time. 
o Chi-square analysis of frequency tables by total group. 
The general research question was addressed by compiling group 
profiles for both SoC Questionnaire and LoU Interview and analyzing 
how these profiles did or did not change over time. According to the 
patterns posited by the theory, it was expected that the informal 
research data would aid in the interpretation of the CBAM data by 
providing a context for the profiles. 
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CHAPTER V 
STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE 
Introduction 
CBAM theory hypothesizes that an individual's or group's con¬ 
cerns about an innovation will develop over time--that is, people who 
are unfamiliar with or just beginning to use an innovation will exhi¬ 
bit low stage concerns and their concerns will move to higher stages 
with increasing experience with the innovation. It is also impor¬ 
tant to note that the questionnaire developers feel that the context 
in which people encounter the innovation will influence their con¬ 
cerns about the innovation. Group data from the Smith School tends 
to confirm the CBAM theory. Over time, there is a lessening of lower 
stage concerns and a slight increase in higher stage concerns. Is¬ 
sues of context can be seen to be very important by analyzing differ¬ 
ent subgroups' stages of concerns. These role groups differ greatly 
in their stage of concerns profiles, and this difference can be log¬ 
ically interpreted in light of the context. There are some issues: 
the size of the study sample, the nature of the innovation, the fact 
that the overall profile of concerns over time is not quite develop¬ 
mental, and there is a circularity to concerns analysis, that are 
problematic. Discussion of these issues are deferred to Chapter VII. 
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The Questionnaire Administration 
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire was administered to teachers 
at the Smith School to determine their intensity of concerns about 
the Transition Period innovation over the two year study. 
Figure V.l presents the times of administration and the number 
of teachers who completed the questionnaire each time. The author 
feels that the low response to the questionnaire in Year One is due 
to a number of factors. His focus on the logistics and content of 
the Levels of Use Interview gave an implicit message about the lesser 
importance of the questionnaire. The first administration of the 
questionnaire was while the pattern of research was still being set 
and accepted. The second administration of the questionnaire was 
done in June and may have been put aside as less important than other 
demands for the end of the year. Of the four teachers (Nos. 5, 10, 
13, and 14) who did not return a questionnaire in Year One, three of 
these were non-classroom teachers who did not see themselves as being 
directly involved in the research as the Learning Center or Workshop 
teachers. Complete returns for Year Two reflect the author's com¬ 
bining the SoC logistics with those of the interview and stressing 
the questionnaire's importance. 
Profile Analysis 




by Teacher and Date of Administration 
Year One Year Two 
Transition Period: #2 #4 #1 #3 
Teacher # 
1 NLC X X X 
2 SS X X X 
3 NLC X X X 
4 SLC X X X X 
5 SS X X 
6 ELC X X X 
7 NLC/WORK X X X X 
8 WORK X X X X 
9 SLC X X X X 
10 SS X X 
11 ELC X X X X 
12 SS X X X X 
13 WORK X X 
14 SS X X 
15 SS X X X X 
16 SS X X X X 
17 WORK X X X 
18 SS X X X X 
19 SLC X X X X 
20 SLC X X X X 
13 14 20 20 
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esis that there "is a developmental movement through different con¬ 
cerns, that teachers will manifest intense concerns at lower stages 
and non-intense concerns at higher stages as they begin to implement 
an innovation, that continued use and adoption of the innovation will 
result in their profile of concerns changing to non-intense lower 
stage concerns and intense higher stage concerns. Figure V.2 repre¬ 
sents this hypothesis.1 
It is important to note that the theory does not assume that 
this developmental movement will inevitably take place for all teach¬ 
ers who implement innovations: 
However, resolution of earlier concerns and the arousal of 
later concerns are not accomplished simply by having more 
knowledge about or time and experience with the innovation. 
Many other factors influence concerns as well. For exam¬ 
ple, the innovation may be basically a bad one. The knowl¬ 
edge and skill requirements may be beyond the person's 
capabilities. Or other demands on the person may prohibit 
the innovation from having a high priority in the person's 
life space. In any case, the process of the arousal and 
resolution of concerns is highly personal and requires time 
as well as timely intervention of both cognitive and affec¬ 
tive natures ..." Whether and with what speed higher 
level concerns develop will depend upon the person as well 
as the innovation and environmental context.2 
Thus, a validation of the theory does not just depend upon the re¬ 
sults of the SoC Questionnaire showing individual or group profiles 
reducing intensity of concerns at lower stages and increasing inten¬ 
sity of concerns at higher stages over time. Rather, the profile 
must be interpreted in light of important contextual variables for 
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Figure V.2 
Hypothesized Development of Stages of Concern 
SoC STAGES 
• Hosumt — • — ■ Ezp*rl«ncad 0*«r 
■ Ln*xp«rlanc»d Omt • * Ranmla^ Omt 
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each situation. 
Total Staff Profile Analysis 
Data for the total group is presented in Figure V.3. There 
seem to be a number of important features in the profiles: 
(1) The early concerns of Stage 1, Stage 2, and Stage 3 
decrease over time. 
(2) Stage 0, 1 and 2 concerns are generally lower than 
later concerns. 
(3) Stage 0 concerns increase for the last administration 
of the questionnaire. 
(4) Stage 5 concerns are higher in Year One than in Year 
Two and are lowest for the third administration of 
the questionnaire (Fall of Year Two). 
(5) Stage 6 concerns are highest for the fourth and last 
administration of the questionnaire. 
These characteristics would seem to fit both the expected devel¬ 
opmental pattern in teachers' adoption of innovations and the contex¬ 
tual influences for this particular setting. The first two charac¬ 
teristics of the profiles fit the CBAM hypothesis. (1) As teachers 
become used to the innovation, they will become less concerned with 
information, personal and management issues (Stages 1, 2, and 3) and 
focus more on the effects of the innovation on children (Stage 4, 
Consequence), working with other teachers (Stage 5, Collaboration), 
and eventually using the innovation as a stepping stone to other 
Figure V.3 
Profiles for Total Staff for Four Administrations 










Year One, Second Transition Period (n = 13) 
Year One, Fourth Transition Period (n = 14) 
Year Two, First Transition Period (n = 20) 
Year Two, Third Transition Period (n = 20) 
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ideas and practices (Stage 6, Refocusing). The lower early stage 
concerns can be understood in light of the fact that the school 
staff had talked extensively about and planned for the innovation as 
a school staff under the leadership of the principal. Thus, the in¬ 
formation and personal concerns experienced by teachers as they plan 
for an innovation had in all probability been experienced in the year 
prior to the actual implementation of the innovation. 
The other three characteristics of the profiles point out how 
the contextual variables will influence teachers' adoption of inno¬ 
vations. (3) The profiles shows a lack of concern about the innova¬ 
tion which increases slightly in the last administration of the ques¬ 
tionnaire, even though it remains low in comparison to higher stage 
concerns. (4) The next characteristic indicates that there is less 
interest in working with others on issues about the innovation in 
Year Two than there was in Year One. (5) The final characteristic 
shows more of an interest in refocusing, or moving beyond the inno¬ 
vation, for the last administration of the questionnaire than at any 
other time. There are a number of contextual variables which oper¬ 
ated during the second year of the innovation in the school which are 
consistent with these patterns in the data. The principal took a 
year's leave of absence and was replaced by someone who was from a 
different school. While the acting principal was competent, it took 
him some time to understand and administrate the rather complex in¬ 
novation which is a structural and philosophical change rather than 
a methodological change in instruction which teachers can implement 
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or not in their individual classrooms. Moreover, the principal who 
took the year's leave was the architect of the innovation. Teachers 
felt that the concepts, shape, and impetus were initially his. 
Throughout his tenure, he provided leadership which the teachers had 
come to count on in faculty discussions of their philosophy and val¬ 
ues about education and learning. Finally, the excitement of plan¬ 
ning the innovation for a year and then beginning to implement it in 
the next year was giving way in some teachers to an understanding of 
some of the problems inherent in the Transition Period innovation. 
The differences in the experiences of the different role groups 
(Workshop teachers, Learning Center teachers) was clear and a source 
of tension amongst the staff (see Figures V.8 to V.11). Thus, the 
concern for collaboration, or sharing, as expressed in Stage V, de¬ 
creased in Year Two. The author notes that this decrease is espe¬ 
cially noticeable in the early Spring of Year Two, a time in the 
school year when teacher morale is traditionally lower than it usu¬ 
ally is. The profile for the fourth administration of the question¬ 
naire shows that Stage VI concerns (Refocusing) are higher than Stage 
IV (Consequence) concerns. In past studies this profile often indi¬ 
cates some resistance to the innovation on the part of the partici¬ 
pating teachers.^ Therefore, this pattern is consistent with some 
of the growing concern about the innovation's problems on the part 
of the staff. 
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Total Staff Highest and Second Highest Stage Scores 
The manual suggests looking at the highest Stage of Concern and 
second highest Stage of Concern in a grid as another fruitful 
analytical procedure for the instrument. Figures V.4 to V.7 present 
the grids for the four administrations of the questionnaire at the 
Smith School. 
There is an expected similarity in the total staff data viewed 
this way and the total staff data viewed as a profile. Relatively 
low early Stage Concerns, decreasing Stage 3 Concerns and increasing 
Stage 4 Concerns would be expected as people become used to an inno¬ 
vation, more comfortable with managing the day-to-day logistics and 
more sensitive to its impact on students. However, there are a num¬ 
ber of features in the data which indicate that contextual variables 
are important to consider. Stage 5 Concerns remain very high 
throughout the two-year period. There is a gradual increase in early 
Stage Concerns. There is a dramatic increase in Stage 6 Concerns. 
Finally, there are patterns of Stages 3 and 5 and Stages 5 and 6 in 
the second year. 
These characteristics seem to reflect the tensions in the second 
year already noted by the author. People have a high concern to talk 
with others about the innovation. However, this desire for collabor¬ 
ation centers around management, getting a better handle on how to 
control the innovation, and then refocusing, doing something else. 
In an atmosphere of tension or doubt. Stage 5 concerns can sometimes 
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Figure V.4 
Highest and Second Highest 
Stage Scores for First Administration 
(Year One, Second Transition Period) 
Highest Scores 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
0 
1 1 1 




3 1 1 2 
4 1 2 3 
5 1 1 2 
6 1 1 2 4 
2 5 2 5 Total 
Grid Characteristics: 
1. Low incidence of Stage 0, 1 and 2 concerns, either as highest 
stage concerns or as second highest stage concerns. 
2. Predominance of highest Stage 3 and highest Stage 5 concerns. 
3. Low incidence of highest Stage 4 concerns as compared to either 
Stage 3 or Stage 5. 
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Figure V.5 
Highest and Second Highest 
Stage Scores for Second Administration 
(Year One, Fourth Transition Period) 
0 
Highest Scores 
12 3 4 5 6 
0 1 1 
1 1 1 
2 1 2 
Second 
Highest 3 2 2 
Scores 
4 3 3 
5 1 3 1 1 2 
6 2 4 
1 5 2 8 1 Total 
Grid Characteristics: 
1. Low incidence of Stage 0, 1 and 2 concerns, either as highest 
or second highest stage concerns. 
2. Predominance of highest Stage 3 and highest Stage 5 concerns. 
3. Patterns (5,3); (5,4); (5,6); and (3,5) in highest/second 
highest stages. 
4. Low incidence of highest Stage 4 concerns as compared to either 
Stage 3 or Stage 5. 
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Figure V.6 
Highest and Second Highest 
Stage Scores for Third Administration 
(Year Two, First Transition Period) 
0 1 
Highest Scores 
2 3 4 5 6 
0 1 1 
1 1 1 
2 2 2 
Second 
Highest 3 1 2 
Scores 
4 1 5 1 3 
5 1 1 2 2 
6 3 1 4 
2 7 3 7 2 Total 
Grid Characteristics: 
1. Low incidence of early Stage Concerns (0, 1 and 2) from first 
year. 
2. Predominance of highest Stage 3 and highest Stage 5 concerns. 
3. Patterns (5,4); (3,2); and (3,6) in highest/second highest 
stages. 
Increasing evidence of Stage 4 concerns. 4. 
Ill 
Figure V.7 
Highest and Second Highest 
Stage Scores for Fourth Administration 
(Year Two, Third Transition Period) 
Highest Scores 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
0 1 
1 1 1 1 
2 2 
Second 
Highest 3 1 2 
Scores 
4 1 1 3 
5 2 2 
6 1 1 2 2 3 4 
1 1 1 3 5 6 3 Total 
Grid Characteristics: 
1. Low incidence of early Stage Concerns (0, 1 and 2) from first 
year. 
2. Lower relative highest Stage 3 Concerns. 
3. Higher relative highest Stage 4 Concerns. 
4. Increasing incidence of Stage 6 Concerns as second highest 
stage. 
Continued high number of highest Stage 5 Concerns. 5. 
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reflect a need to be in touch about an innovation, to share what is 
happening, rather than a desire to collaborate with others. Finally, 
the increasing incidence of low Stage Concerns is a signal that these 
people are emotionally withdrawing from the innovation. 
Role Group Analysis 
It is interesting to note that while differences do exist, the 
four profiles in Figure V.3 are still roughly similar. There is no 
percentile difference of more than 10 points for any stage for any 
administration date. They are marked by low early concerns and 
higher later concerns. However, when one looks at the profiles by 
role groups, the differences are striking (Figures V.8 to V.11). 
As the author has mentioned previously, data collection proce¬ 
dures for Year One were problematic. Therefore, he felt that using 
the Year Two data provided him with a more sensitive picture of all 
the role groups because the small number in each group makes any 
missing data (in the case of Year One at least 30 percent for each 
administration) very problematic. The extra care in Year Two has 
resulted in a 100 percent response rate, making analysis by role 
group more fruitful, even though the small numbers in each group 
must be kept in mind. 
113 
Figure V.8 
SoC Profiles by Role 
Groups for Year One, Second Transition Period 
SoC STAGES 
Early Learning Center (n = 1, 50ft) " 
South Learning Center (n = 4, 100ft) 
North Learning Center (n = 3, 75ft) * 
Workshops (n * 1, 33ft) * 
Support Services (n = 4, 50ft) • 
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Figure V.9 
SoC Profiles by Role 
Groups for Year One, Fourth Transition Period 
Early Learning Center (n 
South Learning Center (n 
North Learning Center (n 
Workshops (n 







SoC Profiles by Role 
Groups for Year Two, First Transition Period 
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Early Learning Center (n = 2) 
South Learning Center (n = 4) 
North Learning Center (n = 3) 
Workshops (n = 3) 
Support Services (n = 8) 
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Role Group Profile Analysis 
Figures V.10 and V.ll present the SoC profiles for each role 
group for Year Two administrations. Profile characteristics for 
Figure V.10 are listed below: 
(1) Workshop profile quite different from others. The 
intensity of concerns is generally lower. Peak con¬ 
cerns are at Stage 4 and Stage 5. Stage 3 concerns 
markedly lower than other groups. Stage 0 and Stage 
2 concerns generally lower than other groups. 
(2) North Learning Center exhibits generally highest in¬ 
tensity of concerns. Peak concerns are at Stage 3. 
Stage 6 second highest Stage of concerns. 
(3) South Learning Center peak concern at Stage 3. 
(4) Support Services profile similar to Workshop profile. 
Peak concerns are at Stage 4 and Stage 5. Stage 2 and 
Stage 3 concerns are somewhat lower than three other 
role groups. 
(5) Most role groups peak concerns are either at Stage 2 
or Stage 3. 
The author has previously noted the fact that problematic issues 
arose during the second year. One of the most difficult issues the 
staff faced was defining the differences between the North Learning 
Center and Workshops. Workshop teachers felt that the criteria for 
entry into the workshops needed to be maintained and that not all 
children of a certain age were ready for the demands, either intel¬ 
lectual or personal, of the workshop experience. North Learning 
Center staff felt that the workshop program as designed was a form 
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of de facto tracking with the less able, less mature students winding 
up in their classes. Moreover, they felt that even when one of their 
students was permitted to have a partial workshop experience (one or 
two workshop periods a day with the rest of the day in their self- 
contained classroom), the logistics of balancing children's work and 
maintaining a class community was difficult. They also felt that the 
Transition Periods were especially difficult for them because of the 
number of different transition options open to children in their 
class. Workshop staff, on the other hand, felt quite positive about 
the way in which the innovation was being implemented. Their con¬ 
cerns about implementing the Transition Period innovation were dif¬ 
ferent than those of the North Learning Center Staff. Their concerns 
centered around planning different workshop curricula for each quar¬ 
ter rather than managing the Transition Period, getting students 
ready to move in or out of self-contained classrooms, or juggling a 
variety of different schedules. With this difference in mind, pro¬ 
file characteristics #1 and #2 are quite understandable, even pre¬ 
dictable. Workshop staff exhibits a profile of a group that is be¬ 
coming comfortable with an innovation in its second year. North 
Learning Center staff exhibits a profile of a group that is con¬ 
cerned about the innovation, is having trouble with it, and is 
thinking about moving on. 
The same analysis used with the NLC profile might also be con¬ 
sidered for the South Learning Center. Transition Periods proved to 
be somewhat problematic for SLC staff. Overcrowded classes limited 
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options for transition from the South Learning Center into the North 
Learning Center, especially because of the limited options for tran¬ 
sition into the workshops. SLC staff had had the experience of get¬ 
ting children ready to move, or diagnosing children ready to move 
and then seeing that there was no room for the transition—that the 
theoretically justifiable transition was not possible for logistical 
reasons. Moreover, the SLC staff was in the process of more clearly 
defining itself as a Center. Were there real differences between 
the classes within the Center that would justify internal transi¬ 
tions; which class, if any, would serve as the link with the Early 
Learning Center; or, which class, if any, would serve as the link 
with the North Learning Center were all transition questions facing 
the SLC staff. Thus, the SLC profile of a group that is very con¬ 
cerned with management issues, that is somewhat concerned how the 
innovation will effect them personally, and that would like to talk 
with others about what is happening, is quite understandable. 
The profile of the Support Services role group is also inter¬ 
esting. This diverse group of staff did not have primary responsi¬ 
bility for the Transition Periods. Rather, they advised the class¬ 
room teachers in the other role groups about transitions for differ¬ 
ent children. Thus, it is expected that intense management and per¬ 
sonal concerns would be less for them than would consequence or col¬ 
laboration concerns. The author feels that their having a more 
school-wide perspective than the workshop teachers and their working 
with all of the classroom role groups made them more sensitive to 
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the issues that all role groups faced and thus made the intensity of 
their concerns greater than that of the workshop staff. 
Profile characteristics for Figure V.ll are listed below: 
(1) Workshop profile is a profile of a group of people 
becoming used to an innovation with a single peak 
concern at Stage 4. 
(2) Profiles for the ELC and NIC staff show Stage 3 con¬ 
cerns have increased and exhibit dual peak concerns 
at Stage 3 and Stage 6. 
(3) SIC profile is marked by a dual peak at Stage 2/3 and 
Stage 6. The profile continues to be marked by very 
low Stage 4 concerns. However, Stage 3 concerns have 
decreased since the last administration. 
(4) The general intensity level of concerns has increased 
for the ELC. 
The problems noted by the author in the profile analysis of the 
Year Two, First Transition Period, are present here. The workshop 
staff profile is greatly different than the other three classroom 
role groups (ELC, SLC, and NLC). Both the ELC and NLC profiles in¬ 
dicate groups who had more difficulty managing the innovation which 
may have led them to look for other options. ELC's resistance to or 
concerns about Transition Periods increased. This profile reflects 
their growing concern with shifting very young students in the middle 
of the year and the negative impact it had on them. The ELC staff 
also felt that they could provide children with the necessary curri¬ 
cular stimuli supposedly available in the SLC. While the SLC profile 
still reflects some tension with the Transition Periods (peaks at 
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Stage 2, 3 and 6), the lessening of Stage 3 concerns is consistent 
with a series of steps the staff took during the winter of Year Two 
to lessen the impact of Transition Periods on the children in the 
Learning Center and smooth the process for themselves. These steps 
directly addressed the logistical issues of transition for children 
within the South Learning Center and links between the SLC and the 
ELC and NLC. 
Role Groups Highest and Second Highest Stage Scores 
Data for this analysis are found in Figure V.12 and V.13. 
The grid characteristics of Figure V.12 suggest an interpreta¬ 
tion that is consistent with the profile analysis. The Workshop 
staff seem comfortable with the innovation and exhibited character¬ 
istics of people becoming comfortable with an innovation. The North 
Learning Center staff still had high concerns about managing the in¬ 
novation. One NLC staff member had high personal concerns and man¬ 
agement concerns. Another's interest in the innovation was all but 
extinguished (6 - Refocusing, 0 - Awareness). Most of the South 
Learning Center staff also showed their difficulties with the Tran¬ 
sition Period innovation. One person had very little interest in the 
innovation (0 - Awareness, 3 - Measurement); and another was ready 
to move on (3 - Management, 6 - Refocusing). 
This split in the staff is also present in Figure V.13. Once 
again. Workshop staff showed concerns which indicate some degree of 
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Figure V.12 
Highest and Second Highest 
Stage Scores for Third Administration 
(Year Two, First Transition Period) 
Highest Scores 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
0 X N 
1 X 1 
2 XN 2 
Second 
Highest 3 S N 2 
Scores 
4 N WWESX W 3 
5 X S XX 2 
6 XES X 4 
Grid Characteristics: 
1. Workshop staff all show high Stage 4 Scores. Two workshop 
staff have highest Stage 5 concerns. No workshop staff listed 
for high Stage 3 concerns. 
2. Two North Learning Center staff show high Stage 3 scores. One 
NLC staff shows 6,0 combination. 
3. Three South Learning Center staff show high Stage 3 scores. 




Highest and Second Highest 
Stage Scores for Fourth Administration 
(Year Two, Third Transition Period) 
Highest Scores 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
0 X 
1 X X 1 
2 2 
Second 
Highest 3 N 2 
Scores 
4 N W 3 
5 XX ESS 2 
6 S X EN WW XXS 4 
Grid Characteristics: 
1. Workshop staff all show high Stage 4 Scores. No workshop staff 
show high Stage 3 (or below) scores. 
2. North Learning Center staff all show high Stage 3 scores. 
3. South Learning Center staff all show high Stage 6 scores. 
4. Early Learning Center staff all show high Stage 6 scores. 
5. No discernible pattern for Support Services staff. 
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interest and satisfaction with Transition Periods. The other class¬ 
room groups were more concerned about management or refocusing. It 
is interesting for the author to note that there was no discernable 
pattern for the Support Services staff for either administration. 
One possibility for the distribution is that the role group was more 
of a negative definition (non-classroom) or umbrella (Special Ser¬ 
vices, Guidance, Art, Language, Physical Education, etc.) than a 
specific role group. 
Analysis of Variance 
The statistics for the analysis of variance are presented in 
Figure V.14. The data indicates significant variation of Stage 1, 
2, 3 and 6 concerns for the Smith School staff by role over the four 
4 
dates of administration. This statistical analysis corroborates 
the profiles and profile analysis of the preceding pages. Clearly, 
stage scores varied greatly depending on a teacher's role in school 
and the progress of the innovation of Transition Periods over a 
period of two years. 
Conclusions 
The author would like to conclude this chapter by commenting 
briefly on the process of analysis and stages of concern as a model 
for looking at innovations. On the one hand, both forms of holistic 
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Figure V.14 
Analysis of Co-Variance with Stages of Concern 
as Dependent Variable, Role as Independent Variable, 








Covariates 25.795 1 25.795 1.886 .175 
Time 25.795 1 25.795 1.886 .175 
Main Effects 67.344 4 16.836 1.231 .309 
RLE 67.344 4 16.836 1.231 .309 
Explained 93.139 5 18.628 1.362 .254 
Residual 724.962 53 13.679 


























Explained 728.831 5 145.766 3.387 .010 
Residual 2280.966 53 43.037 
Total 3009.797 58 51.893 
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Covariates 100.678 1 100.678 1.563 .217 Time 100.678 1 100.678 1.563 .217 
Main Effects 713.309 4 178.327 2.769 .037 
RLE 713.309 4 178.327 2.769 .037 
Explained 813.987 5 162.797 2.528 .040 
Residual 3413.572 53 64.407 
Total 4227.559 58 72.889 
Stage 3: 
Covariates 76.677 1 76.677 .987 .325 
Time 76.677 1 76.677 .987 .325 
Main Effects 867.437 4 216.859 2.793 .035 
RLE 867.437 4 216.859 2.793 .035 
Explained 944.114 5 188.823 2.432 .047 
Residual 4115.615 53 77.653 
Total 5059.729 58 87.237 
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Covariates 46.585 1 46.585 1.262 
.266 Time 46.585 1 46.585 1.262 
.266 
Main Effects 256.486 4 64.122 1.737 
.156 RLE 256.486 4 64.122 1.737 
.156 
Explained 303.071 5 60.614 1.642 .165 
Residual 1956.726 53 36.919 
Total 2259.797 58 38.962 
Stage 5: 
Covariates 37.016 1 37.016 .656 .422 
Time 37.016 1 37.016 .656 .422 
Main Effects 210.327 4 52.582 .932 .453 
RLE 210.327 4 52.582 .932 .453 
Explained 247.343 5 49.469 .877 .503 
Residual 2991.064 53 56.435 
Total 3238.407 58 55.835 
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Covariates 63.272 1 63.272 1.397 .243 
Time 63.272 1 63.272 1.397 .243 
Main Effects 489.674 4 122.418 2.702 .040 
RLE 489.674 4 122.418 2.702 .040 
Explained 552.946 5 110.589 2.441 .046 
Residual 2401.156 53 45.305 
Total 2954.102 58 50.933 
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"fitting" available contextual data with questionnaire data to arrive 
at a plausible scenario that describes expressed concerns. Why, 
then, not just sensitive ethnographic analysis when it may have to 
be a pre-condition for questionnaire interpretation? The author 
proposes to defer a discussion of these questions until Chapter VII 
and will now present the data from the Levels of Use Interview. 
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Chapter V Notes 
1. Gene E. Hall, Archie A. George, William L. Rutherford, "Measur¬ 
ing Stages of Concern About the Innovation: A Manual for Use of 
the SoC Questionnaire," R&DCTE (Austin, Texas: 1977), p. 35. 
2. Ibid., p. 6. 
3. Ibid., p. 40. 
4. In addition to the analysis of covariance, the author conducted 
a one-way analysis of variance using role as the independent 
variable and controlling for time. The results were not sig¬ 
nificant, indicating the importance of time as determining fac¬ 
tor. In turn, this point is very important in looking at the 
theory as developmental. 
CHAPTER VI 
LEVELS OF USE INTERVIEW 
Introduction 
CBANI theory hypothesizes that an individual's or group's use of 
an innovation will develop over time--that is, people who are unfam¬ 
iliar with or just beginning to use an innovation will exhibit lower 
levels of use than will people who have had more experience with the 
innovation. It is also important to note that the interview devel¬ 
opers feel that the context in which people encounter the innovation 
will influence their use of the innovation. Group data from the 
Smith School tends to confirm the CBAM theory. Over time, there is 
a movement from lower levels of use to higher levels of use. Issues 
of context can be seen to be very important in explaining both a 
slight shift downward in use in Year Two and the ways in which dif¬ 
ferent role groups exhibit different patterns in their levels of use. 
There are some issues: the size of the sample, reliability in scor¬ 
ing the interviews, the short period of time of the study, the com¬ 
plexity of the innovation, the downward shift in levels of use at the 
end of Year Two, and the circularity to CBAM analysis that are prob¬ 




The Levels of Use Interview was administered to teachers at the 
Smith School to determine how they used the Transition Period inno¬ 
vation and how that use changed over a period of two years. 
Figure VI.1 presents the number of respondents and the times 
interviewed. As can be seen, the interview schedule has five dates. 
The original proposal called for interviews at all four Transition 
Periods in Year One and Two Transition Periods in Year Two. Both the 
LoU theory and the resistance of the Smith School staff made it seem 
advisable for the author to remove Transition Period Three, Year One 
from the interview schedule. The respondents seemed involved in the 
interview. There were no people who avoided the interviews. As the 
manual suggests, interview time decreased as both the interviewer and 
interviewee became familiar with and thus focused on the questions. 
LoU Analysis 
The analysis of the LoU interviews is posited on the CBAM theory 
that use of an innovation is developmental, and an individual can be 
expected to progress through the different levels of use. However, 
as with the SoC, an individual or group's LoU is also dependent upon 
the context.1 As the manual states. 
If the innovation is relatively simple and the users are 
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Figure VI.1 
Completed and Scored Interviews 
by Teacher and Date of Interview* 
Transition Period: 
Year One 






1 X X X X 
2 X X X X X 
3 X X X X X 
4 X X X X X 
5 
6 X X X X X 
7 X X X X 
8 X X X X X 
9 X X X X X 
10 X X X X X 
11 X X X X X 
12 X X X X X 
13 X X X X X 
14 X X X X X 
15 
16 X X X X X 
17 X X X X X 
18 
19 X X X X X 
20 X X X X X 
* While the author gathered data from staff members #5, #15, and 
#18, it was clear that their roles did not have them involved in 
using the innovation. Thus, their interviews were not used as 
part of the study but were useful in establishing context. 
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receiving effective training and support, the advancement 
from Loll II to LoU IVA can come within four months. How¬ 
ever, if the innovation is complex, there is not sufficient 
training, or there are counter-productive activities also 
present, then the rate of movement from LoU11 to LoU IVA 
can take several cycles of use requiring several years.2 
Data for the total group are presented in Figure V 1.2. These five 
characteristics noted in Figure VI.2 are quite consistent with both 
LoU theory and the path of the innovation discussed in Chapter V. 
(1) The innovation was a total school process, and it was not an 
option for teachers not to use the Transition Periods. Moreover, 
they had all been involved the previous year in an extensive plan¬ 
ning process and knew a great deal about the concepts behind Transi¬ 
tion Periods and how they were supposed to work. (2) The teachers 
who did not use the innovation the first Transition Period were all 
planning to use Transition Periods the next time. By the winter of 
the first year, all teachers were involved in implementing the inno¬ 
vation. (3) The large percentage of Level III users (41.2%) for the 
first Transition Period is hardly surprising, given the fact that 
this is the first time the innovation was implemented. The growth 
in the percentage of Level III users for Time 2 (62.5%) indicates 
that the entire faculty is now actively involved in implementing 
Transition Periods and that it is a difficult process. The drop in 
Level III users at the end of the first year is also consistent with 
LoU theory. Three Transition Periods have gone by. People are more 
experienced and comfortable (Level IVA) with the use of the innova- 
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Figure VI.2 
Total Group LoU Interview Rati ngs Presented by Time (n = 17) 
Year One Year Two 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Time 5* 
9(11.11#) 10(11.1%) 10(11.1%) 10(11.1%) 11(11.1%) 
LoU 0 
LoU I 
LoU II 6( 35.3%) 
LoU III 7(41.2%) 10(62.5%) 2(13.3%) 3(17.6%) 6(35.3%) 
LoU IVA 4(23.5%) 4(25.0%) 11(73.3%) 13(76.5%) 10(58.8%) 
LoU IVB 2(12.5%) 2(13.3%) 1( 5.9%) 
LoU V 
LoU VI 
Contingency Table Characteristics: 
1. No Level 0 or Level I non-users throughout the two years. 
2. No Level II non-users after the first transition period in Year 
One. 
3. A complicated pattern of Level III users which increases, 
declines dramatically, and then begins to increase again in 
Year Two. 
4. A dramatic increase in Level IVA users which begins to decline 
in Year Two. 
5. No Level IVB users either the first or last administration and 
a small percentage for the middle three administrations. 
* One past user noted in the Interviews for this time period. His/her 
estimated level of use was noted to be III. 
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tion. It is the gradual rise in Level III users during the second 
year that would seem to confound the theory. However, it is pre¬ 
cisely during this time that management issues became paramount to a 
number of the staff. As the author mentioned in Chapter V, the the¬ 
ory of Transition Periods became difficult to implement in practice. 
Bottlenecks of crowded classrooms and learning centers, disagreements 
among staff about appropriate criteria for moving children, and de 
facto tracking issues all made implementation of Transition Periods 
difficult and a source of tension. (4) These issues also explain the 
drop in Level IVA users at the end of Year Two after the expected in¬ 
crease in Year One. (5) With such a difficult innovation as Transi¬ 
tion Periods, it is to be expected that the expected movement to 
Level IVB and beyond will be slow and not accomplished in one year. 
Data for the different role groups is presented in Figure VI.3 
to VI.7. As can be expected, most of the role groups reflect the 
trends of the staff as a whole: a gradual diminishing in lower-level 
users and an increase in higher-level users during the first year and 
a reversal of that trend in the second year. The major exception to 
this pattern can be found in the Workshop staff. As has been previ¬ 
ously discussed, these teachers were not troubled by the issues that 
made implementation of the transition period innovation problematic 
for other role groups. 
A chi-square procedure was performed for the entire staff using 
time of administration and levels of uses as variables. The chi- 
square was 42.668 with a level of significance of less than .01. 
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Figure VI.3 
Early Learning Center Levels of Use by Time 
0 I II III IVA IVB V VI 
Time 1 1 1 
Year One Time 2 1 1 








Center Levels of Use by Time 
0 I II III IVA IVB V VI 
Time 1 2 2 
Year One Time 2 2 1 1 
Time 3 3 1 
Time 4 2 1 
Year Two 
Time 5 2 1 
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Figure VI.5 
North Learning Center Levels of Use by Time 
0 I II III IVA IVB V VI 
Time 1 1 2 1 
Year One Time 2 4 
Time 3 1 1 
Time 4 1 3 
Year Two 
Time 5 1 3 
Figure VI 
Workshops Levels of 
.6 
Use by Time 
0 I II III IVA IVB V VI 
Time 1 1 1 
Year One Time 2 1 1 
Time 3 3 
Time 4 3 
Year Two 
Time 5 3 
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Figure VI.7 
Support Staff Levels of Use by Time 
0 I II III IVA IVB V VI 
Time 1 2 2 1 
Year One Time 2 2 1 1 
Time 3 1 3 1 
Time 4 5 
Year Two 
Time 5* 1 3 
* One past Level Three user interviewed. 
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The contingency table is presented in Figure VI.8. 
Conclusions 
Because the LoU is a behavioral measure which must have a simple 
number or score, results are easier to interpret than results for the 
SoC questionnaire. Contingency tables, backed up by the chi-square 
analysis, show that there was definite growth in the staff's level 
of use of the Transition Period innovation. The use can be charac¬ 
terized in four steps: predominant II and III, predominant III with 
some IVA, predominant IVA, and predominant IVA with an increase in 
III. This profile fits strongly with CBAM theory. Because the in¬ 
novation has been carefully planned by the staff and mandated for 
use, there should be no Level 0 or Level I Non-Users. Level II Non- 
Users should be few and disappear soon in the first year. Level III 
Users who are learning how to use the innovation should predominate 
in early use, giving way to Level IVA Users as people become comfort¬ 
able with the innovation. There should be few Level IVB Users in the 
early stages of an innovation implementation because people must be 
comfortable with and understand how an innovation works before they 
will modify it to increase its impact on children. Finally, one 
would expect no Level V or Level VI Users to emerge after two years 
of using an innovation as complex as Transition Periods. CBAM theory 
also states that development through the levels of use does not hap- 
at a fixed rate and that contextual variables are important in pen 
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Figure VI.8 
Contingency Table for LoU by Time of Administration 






0.1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 
Row 
Total 
2. 6 0 0 0 0 6 
100.0 0 0 0 0 7.4 
35.3 0 0 0 0 
7.4 0 0 0 0 
3. 7 10 2 3 6 28 
25.0 35.7 7.1 10.7 21.4 34.6 
41.2 62.5 13.3 17.6 37.5 
8.6 12.3 2.5 3.7 7.4 
4. 4 4 11 13 10 42 
9.5 9.5 26.2 31.0 23.8 51.9 
23.5 25.0 73.3 76.5 62.5 
4.9 4.9 13.6 16.0 12.3 
5. 0 2 2 1 0 5 
0 40.0 40.0 20.0 0 6.2 
0 12.5 13.3 5.9 0 
0 2.5 2.5 1.2 0 
Column 17 16 15 17 16 81 
Total 21.0 19.8 18.5 21.0 19.8 100.0 
Raw Chi Square = 41.66832 with 12 degrees of freedom 
Significance = .0000. 
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influencing the development process. Thus, the process over two 
years in the Smith School staff's implementation of Transition Per¬ 
iods is gradual, moving slowly from Level III to Level IVA. More¬ 
over, as management problems arise during Year Two, they are re¬ 
flected in the increase in Level III Users. Finally, the diffi¬ 
culties that different role groups experience in implementing the 
innovation is directly reflected in their level of use pattern (Fig¬ 
ures VI.3 to VI.7). 
Issues for Further Discussion 
While the above argument presents a strong case for the valida¬ 
tion of the LoU Interview and CBAM theory as a model for studying 
innovation implementation, the author would like to raise the fol¬ 
lowing issues. (1) Despite the fact that he has had experience with 
the LoU Interview and has been suggested by the R&DCTE as a resource 
for other users, his scoring still may reflect a bias toward the the¬ 
ory. (2) The trend at the end of the Year Two (the gradual growth 
of Level III Users and diminishing of Level IVA Users) may not vali¬ 
date LoU theory but be indicative of its shortcomings in working with 
an innovation as complex as the Transition Periods, with a population 
as small as is in the Smith School, and over so short a period of 
time. (3) Finally, as the author has noted in Chapter V, there may 
be a certain a priori acceptance of the theory implicit in the inter¬ 
pretation of the contingency table trends. 
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Notes for Chapter VI 
1. See Chapter V, note 10. 
2. Susan F. Loucks, Beulah W. Newlove, and Gene E. Hall, "Measur¬ 
ing Levels of Use of the Innovation: A Manual for Trainers, In¬ 
terviewers, and Raters," Research and Development Center for 
Teacher Education, University of Texas (Austin, 1975), p. 16. 
CHAPTER VII 
A DISCUSSION OF THE CBAM THEORY: 
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS BASED UPON THE RESEARCH 
Introduction 
The author reviews the careful context in which the R&DCTE de¬ 
veloped the SoC and LoU, the limitations the center places upon the 
use of the instruments and interpretation of the data, presents a 
new look at the Smith School data which indicates that individuals' 
SoC and LoU are related, and reviews an analogous study conducted by 
the center in which the SoC and LoU were administered to a staff in 
a single school over a period of two years. Based upon this discus¬ 
sion, he finds that the CBAM model for studying adoption of educa¬ 
tional innovations is a useful one, seems to be a valid developmental 
process, and fits well with emerging theories of organizations and 
the process of implementation. He does raise questions for further 
study such as: the need to be clearer about the way in which the de¬ 
velopmental stages are interrelated and the movement between stages; 
the need to be clearer about the nature of innovations and the recog¬ 
nition of the way different innovations will influence the develop¬ 
mental process; and, the need to further explore the relationships 
between the SoC and LoU and the degree to which these relationships 




The author has raised some questions about the effectiveness of 
the CBAM theory as a model for studying innovation adoption. As a 
way of beginning to discuss these issues and drawing some conclusions 
about the theory, he would like to present three pieces of evidence: 
the contexts provided for using the SoC and LoU by the R&DCTE; a re¬ 
combination of the Smith SoC and LoU data, and a brief review of a 
study conducted by the R&DCTE that is analogous to the present one 
conducted in the Smith School. 
SoC and LoU instruments. Both manuals developed for use with the SoC 
Questionnaire and LoU Interview clearly establish limitations and 
caveats for usersJ (1) The SoC manual clearly presents the ques¬ 
tionnaire as a diagnostic tool, meant for generating hypotheses about 
people's concerns which should be verified by other means. (2) The 
manual offers a number of analytical processes for looking at data, 
not only the two methods employed in this research, but two others 
as well. (3) Throughout the manual, emphasis is placed on inter¬ 
preting concerns profiles in light of the context. (4) In addition 
to this emphasis, the Center suggests that context will be a more 
important determinant of concerns than will demographic variables. 
The LoU manual is careful to present the pitfalls that may in¬ 
terfere with getting a clear sense of just what Level of Use a par¬ 
ticular individual is at. (1) Separating out and agreeing in advance 
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upon just what the innovation is will ensure that an individual's re¬ 
sponses will be about the innovation and not anything else. (2) The 
variety of categories and the importance of getting behavioral infor¬ 
mation about all of them will add to the accuracy of use placement. 
(3) As with the SoC, emphasis is placed on interpreting LoU within 
context. (4) Varying rates of movement between Levels of Use and 
possible downward trends must be seen in light of the innovation, the 
kind of training and support an individual receives, and forces in 
the environment. 
Moreover, it is appropriate to briefly review the development 
of the theory and instruments. The theory grew inductively out 
of sustained observation and prior research based upon sustained ob¬ 
servation. The Q-Sort and factor analysis process for the SoC Ques¬ 
tionnaire produced seven stages of concern with high statistical 
agreement with the seven stages hypothesized by the Center. The 
Levels of Use Interview was developed using sound sociological as¬ 
sumptions3 and a sound training program was developed to insure 
against its misuse. 
The author has previously mentioned some other misgivings about 
the research: the small sample size, the lack of 100% return for the 
SoC questionnaire in Year One, and reliability as an accurate inter¬ 
view rater. These issues, however, should not be seen as problematic 
to the theory but as built into the particular design and process and 
as context for reading the author's conclusions. 
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Smith School data and the CBAM theory. Underlying the SoC Question¬ 
naire and the LoU Interview is the CBAM theory. Briefly, it posits 
a developmental process that might be characterized in Figure VII.1. 
One way of validating the theory is to assume that there will be a 
relationship between concerns and use, between attitude and behavior. 
Accordingly, the author designed a matrix with Stages of Concern as 
the vertical variable and Levels of Use as the horizontal variable. 
He then took the four dates (Year One, Transition Periods 2 and 4— 
Year Two, Transition Periods 1 and 3) for which there are both SoC 
and LoU scores. He then entered (by role group) each staff member 
for whom he had both scores in the matrix by highest Stage of Concern 
and Level of Use. Figures VII.2 to VII.5 represent this process. 
If the CBAM theory is to have some merit as being developmental 
and measuring real concepts, there should be a close relationship be¬ 
tween an individual’s attitudes (SoC) and behavior (LoU). In fact, 
this relationship is strong with the Smith School data. The percen¬ 
tages of individuals whose highest Stage of Concern is equal to or 
within one of his/her Level of Use is quite high: 73% (Figure 
VII.2); 91% (Figure VII.3); 76% (Figure VII.4); and 65% (Figure 
VII.5). In addition, most of the exceptions have combinations that 
are quite acceptable in light of CBAM theory and the context of the 
innovation. For example, the three individuals in Figure VII.2 are 
all at LoU III. The difficulties they are experiencing in "managing" 
the innovation has led them to be concerned about sharing with other 
people (SoC 5). Two people in Figure VII.4 are somewhat comfortable 
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Figure VII.1 
CBAM Theory As Reflected in the SoC and LoU 
SoC Stages LoU Stages CBAM Development 
0 Awareness Non-Use No involvement or interests 
1 Informational Orientation General involvement at 
superficial level 
2 Personal Preparation Direct and immediate 
involvement 
3 Management Mechanical Use Involvement with details and 
mechanics 
4 Consequence Routine 
Refinement 
Substantive involvement 
5 Collaboration Integration Collaborative involvement 
6 Refocusing Renewal Involvement as part of self¬ 




SoC and Loll Scores 
Year One, Second Transition Period 
(n = 11) 
Levels of Use 










E - ELC 
S - SLC 
N - NIC 
W - Workshops 
X - Support 
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Figure VII.3 
SoC and LoU Scores 
Year One, Fourth Transition Period 
(n = 11) 
Levels of Use 










5 S,S,S S 
6 X 
E - ELC 
S - SLC 
N - NLC 
W - Workshops 
X - Support 
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Figure VII.4 
SoC and Loll Scores 
Year Two, First Transition Period 
(n = 17) 
Levels of Use 














E - ELC 
S - SLC 
N - NIC 
W - Workshops 
X - Support 
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with the innovation (LoU IV), but are already experiencing the ten¬ 
sion and administrative difficultites which surrounded the use of 
transition periods in Year Two and are looking to more beyond transi¬ 
tion periods (SoC 6). Four people in Figure VII.5 represent the role 
groups that had the most difficulty with implementing transition per¬ 
iod. For them, use is a question of management (LoU III). Their 
concerns are either disinterest (0) or resistance (6). Finally, the 
movement of the percentage of agreement directly reflects the already 
noted growth of tension which surrounded implementation of the inno¬ 
vation. It is not surprising that the pattern would tend to disinte¬ 
grate as the context became more uncertain. This data strongly sug¬ 
gests that the CBAM theory is both a valid and useful tool in study¬ 
ing procedures for adopting educational innovations. 
R&DCTE's analogous study.^ The Research and Development Center for 
Teacher Education conducted a study somewhat analogous to the one at¬ 
tempted at the Smith School, a Teacher Corps Project focused on a 
single junior high school's attempt to develop a success-oriented 
teaching/learning environment based on William Glasser's concepts and 
techniques. (1) The particular innovation studied was Positive Dis¬ 
cipline Strategies. (2) All the teachers in the building (n = 42) 
participated in the Teacher Corps Project. (3) The LoU Interview and 
SoC Questionnaire were administered three times in Year One and twice 
in Year Two. (4) Participation in the project was school-wide and 
the decision to "buy in" to the change process was as a school prior 
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Figure VII.5 
SoC and LoU Scores 
Year Two, Third Transition Period 
(n = 17) 
Levels of Use 

















E - ELC 
S - SLC 
N - NLC 
W - Workshops 
X - Support 
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to the implementation period. (5) The innovation itself was complex, 
part of a bundle that was difficult to disentangle. Finally, staff 
were organized into instructional teams, much like the learning cen¬ 
ters and workshops. The study did differ in three respects: the 
research team was officially appointed as part of the Teacher Corps 
Project and used a number of other research techniques; there were a 
number of planned organizational and programmatic in-service inter¬ 
ventions designed to facilitate innovation adoption; and the number 
of staff was larger. 
There are a number of interesting similarities in the findings 
of the SoC and Loll data of the study with the one conducted at the 
Smith School. 
SoC Profiles for Non-Users (LoU determined) show high 
Stage 0, 1 and 2 concerns and the characteristic higher 
Stage 6 (than Stage 4 or 5) that indicates resistance over 
all the administrations. This relatively higher Stage 6 
score is especially pronounced in the beginning and end 
dates. This upswing is also present in two specific teams 
in the present study and is especially noticeable in the 
last SoC administration. 
SoC Profiles for Users (LoU determined) show a lessening 
of Stage 0, 1, 2 and 3 concerns over time. They also show 
that Stage 3 concerns remain higher than Stage 4 or 5 con¬ 
cerns for each administration and that the last two admin¬ 
istrations (Year Two) show the higher Stage 6 scores in¬ 
dicative of resistance to the innovation. The Smith School 
study also shows a lessening of early concerns over time, 
comparatively higher Stage 3 concerns, and a beginning of 
the higher Stage 6 score for the last administration of 
the instrument. 
While the total staff profiles are not particularly dif¬ 
ferent for each of the four administrations (neither are 
the profiles of all Users and all Non-Users) team profiles 
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exhibit a marked difference both internally over time and 
between other teams. This characteristic of profiles is 
also true for the Smith School study. 
LoU percentages over time indicate a gradual increase in 
Users, a gradual increase in Level IVA and decrease in 
Level III Users, and then a growing number of Non-Users 
toward the end of Year Two. This pattern is also analogous 
to Smith School data. There is the difference that the 
downward trend is to Level III rather than Level 0. 
These similarities in the data are further paralleled by simi¬ 
larities in the analysis. (1) There is ample evidence in the data 
for both instruments to assert that the CBAM theory is valid. Early 
concerns decrease over time, later concerns increase slightly. More 
staff members become users (LoU III) and then users who are comfort¬ 
able with the innovation (LoU IVA). (2) The data that show the wide 
differences in teams, the dramatic increase in Non-Users in Year Two, 
and the variations in the hypothesized "wave" theory of concerns de¬ 
velopment over time is understood and clearly explained with ethno¬ 
graphic detail and sensitivity to contextual variables. (3) Finally, 
there is a retrospective concern expressed by the R&DTCE that the 
particular innovation studied proved to be problematic, perhaps an 
inextricable part of a complex bundle that made research into inno¬ 
vation adoption difficult. 
Conclusions 
While these three pieces of evidence by no means prove anything 
157 
conclusive about the CBAM theory, they are important. The brief 
review of the R&DCTE awareness of the strengths and limitations of 
the instruments is an indication that the center has not only been 
careful in developing the instruments, but has taken some care that 
use of them produces usable and not misleading information. The high 
degree of correlation between attitude and behavior as evidenced in 
the Smith School staff's SoC and LoU scores is an indication that the 
developmental theory posited in the CBAM is a valid one. Finally, 
the striking similarities of the Smith School research with the 
R&DCTE research for the Teacher Corps Project suggests that the 
anomalies in the Smith School data that the author explained by re¬ 
ferring to contextual variables, the nature of the innovation, and 
the importance of role groups may not raise questions about the CBAM 
theory, but rather show how the theory and the instruments can be an 
important barometer of a complex innovation implementation process 
in a school. 
There are more general considerations in considering the CBAM 
theory and the present research. (1) The developmental process of 
personal involvement: non-awareness, ego-centered or present aware¬ 
ness of, cooperation with others, issue or abstraction focused is 
a familiar one. In no particular order, Kohlberg, Piaget, Bruner, 
Maslow and Erikson all have highly articulated developmental theories 
which are either directly similar or analogous to the CBAM theory. 
(2) The growth of the theory parallels an accepted model of the 
growth of scientific knowledge. The idea is arrived at by induction. 
158 
verified by testing, and validated by use in subsequent settings.^ 
While the author has some questions which he will raise later, he 
feels that the current research has done nothing to invalidate the 
use of either the theory or the instrumentation. (3) Finally, there 
is a growing body of research and writing about the nature of imple¬ 
mentation of innovations in social and educational systems and the 
need to study the implementation process: 
Concern about the implementation of social programs stems 
from the recognition that policies cannot be understood in 
isolation from the means of their execution. A large col¬ 
lection of carefully documented case studies--in education, 
manpower, housing and economic development-point consis¬ 
tently to the same basic pattern: grand pretensions, 
faulty execution, puny results. A reasonably broad con¬ 
sensus has developed among analysts of social policy that 
the inability of government to deliver on its promises de¬ 
rives only in part from the fact that policies are poorly 
conceived. In some instances, policies are based on poor 
and incomplete understandings of the problems they are 
supposed to address. But in the largest number of cases, 
it is impossible to say whether policies fail because they 
are based upon bad ideas or because they are good ideas 
poorly executed.6 
Along with this notion is the idea that implementation is taking 
place in a non-rational system, much like the ideas of Lindblom, 
Schon, and Emery and Trist advanced in Chapter I of this paper. Karl 
Weick advances the idea of "Educational Organizations as Loosely 
Coupled Systems": 
By loose coupling, the author intends to convey the image 
that coupled events are responsive, but that each event 
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also preserves its own identity and some evidence of its 
physical or logical separateness. . . . when people de¬ 
scribe loosely coupled systems, they are often referring 
to (1) slack times--times when there is an excessive amount 
of resources relative to demands; (2) occasions when any 
one of several means will produce the same end; (3) richly 
connected networks in which influence is slow to spread 
and/or is weak while spreading; (4) a relative lack of 
coordination, slow coordination or coordination that is 
dampened as it moves through a system; (5) a relative ab¬ 
sence of regulations; (6) planned unresponsiveness; (7) 
actual causal independence; (8) poor observational capa¬ 
bilities on the part of a viewer; (9) infrequent inspec¬ 
tion of activities within the system; (10) decentraliza¬ 
tion; (11) delegation of discretion; (12) the absence of 
linkages that should be present based on some theory--for 
example, in educational organizations the expected feedback 
linkage from outcome back to inputs is often nonexistent; 
(13) the observation that an organization's structure is 
not coterminus with its activity; (14) those occasions when 
no matter what you do things always come out the same—for 
instance, despite all kinds of changes in curriculum, 
materials, groupings, and so forth the outcomes in an edu¬ 
cational situation remain the same; and (15) curricula or 
courses in educational organizations for which there are 
few prerequisites--the longer the string of prerequisites, 
the lighter the coupling.? 
Much of Weick's list seems to accurately describe educational organ¬ 
izations. Weick also makes some points about research in loosely 
coupled systems. First, he warns that overrationalizing and meaning¬ 
making will blunt a researcher's ability to appreciate or sense 
loosely coupled systems, that careful or tight interpretations of 
events or activities implies tightly coupled systems. Second, he 
feels that loose coupling can be spotted and examined only if one 
uses methodology that highlights and preserves such detail about 
context. Finally, he advances the suggestion that the relationships 
between intention and action is a potentially fruitful way of looking 
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at loosely coupled systems. 
Given Weick's suggestions for methodology, CBAM theory is a po¬ 
tentially useful way of studying implementation of educational inno¬ 
vations. (1) The limitations of the instrument are carefully set out 
so that users cannot see more meaning in the data than there actually 
is. (2) Both instruments emphasize the need to see the data in con¬ 
text, that data should be seen as hypotheses and not results. (3) 
The theory offers a rich opportunity to study the interaction between 
intents (as measured by the SoC Questionnaire) and actions (as mea¬ 
sured by the Loll Interview). The CBAM as a conceptual framework and 
the SoC and LoU as diagnostic tools are effective in the study of 
the adoption of educational innovations. Not only do they assist in 
generating workable sensitive hypotheses about a process of adop¬ 
tion, but they are able to assist the researcher in setting the pro¬ 
cess sensitively in context. 
Questions for Further Study 
While the author sees the CBAM theory and instruments as impor¬ 
tant, his research has raised some interesting questions about the 
model. 
(1) While the R&DCTE asserts that the LoU Interview is generic, 
the manual also suggests that it may be modified to better suit a 
particular innovation. Moreover, the research on both the Teacher 
Corps Program and the Smith School has raised the issue that innova- 
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tions may be different in their level of complexity, foci and values 
they ask teachers to question. The Teacher Corps Project focus on 
discipline in a junior high immediately calls into question the dif¬ 
ference between 7th grade boys and 9th grade girls. In what ways do 
the 7th grade teachers see the idea of positive discipline? Is this 
different than the 9th grade staff's perception? How do these dif¬ 
ferences get translated into a simple focused innovation configura¬ 
tion? More important are the issues of complexity and values. Where 
did the impetus for the innovation come from, how global is the over¬ 
all change process meant to be, and how does the discipline program 
link into the system? The idea of training in the concepts and prac¬ 
tices of positive discipline challenges teachers. The implication 
is that they have been harming students in their approaches to kids 
and that their deeply-held assumptions about the teaching/learning 
process are wrong. The idea of Transition Periods at the Smith 
School is quite complex. The theory turned out to be subject to 
management issues of space and resources rather than dictating the 
management (transition) of children based upon theory. The Transi¬ 
tion Period was inextricably linked with the developmental checklists 
used to determine a child's readiness to move to another setting. 
How does one measure use of the Transition Period if there is a var¬ 
iable use of these checklists if, in fact, different teachers must 
use different parts of the checklists because of the different ages 
of the children? More important are the values the innovation ques¬ 
tions. How do teachers deal with four mandated Transition Periods 
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when they believe either that a classroom community is vital to the 
success of their teaching and children need time to build community 
or that stability for younger children is a prerequisite for growth? 
In addition, recent writing has pointed out that there are a 
number of frames through which one can see organizations. The CBAM 
theory points out the concept of the tension between the individual 
and the organization and the need to study educational innovation at 
the point of implementation, the teacher. Elmore points out that 
o 
this tension can be seen in a number of other theoretical contexts. 
It is tempting to dismiss all conceptual frames with a flip comment 
like Barth's Law that there are two types of people: those who di¬ 
vide people into two groups, and those who don't. While the author 
feels strongly that research that focuses on the teacher as the point 
of implementation is important, he feels that more work needs to be 
done in defining the nature of innovations just as has been done in 
systemic analysis and the work on defining interventions in the 
change process. 
(2) While most change or innovation adoption theory talks about 
the process as a long complicated one, federal grants are tradition¬ 
ally for one or two years. Research is rarely over two years. The 
author feels that more work needs to be done in researching innova¬ 
tion adoption using the SoC and LoU over a longer period. For exam¬ 
ple, he sees that much potentially rich data about both the innova¬ 
tion adoption process for the Transition Periods and the CBAM theory 
was lost in his inability to follow up the patterns in the data that 
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emerged over the two-year study. 
(3) Most developmental theories about human behavior that the 
author is familiar with pay particular attention to the degree to 
which different stages interact: to what extent are different stages 
present in an individual at any time; can an individual exhibit be¬ 
havior or attitudes at a higher stage of development that s/he cur¬ 
rently is; are there common configurations of dominant/non-dominant 
stages; and to what extent, if any, are these stages amenable to in¬ 
terpretations by groups? The author's research surfaced patterns of 
concerns that seemed to be consistent with both context and innova¬ 
tion implementation. Some staff members had higher intensity con¬ 
cerns than others. Some staff had dual peak concerns that were quite 
prominent. There seemed to be dual peak Levels of Use in some staff 
members as exhibited in the different use categories even though the 
scoring of the LoU Interview asserts that an individual's use should 
be pegged at one predominant behavioral level based upon the overall 
decision points. While there was a marked difference in the differ¬ 
ent role groups, groups developed concerns and use patterns that may 
not have been dependent upon the contextual analysis presented by the 
author. The author feels that the R&DCTE's central assumptions that 
innovation adoption must be researched at the point of use is cru¬ 
cial. Moreover, his research, reading and experience convince him 
that the central developmental process is a valid one. However, he 
does feel that more research on the internal characteristics of the 
developmental theory needs to be done. 
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(4) Connected to the above discussion is the author's feeling 
that the relationships between the SoC and Loll in individuals and 
groups offer a rich, as yet, relatively unexplored field for re¬ 
search. What are the relationships between intent and action in 
loosely coupled systems; can highly correlated SoC and LoU scores be 
seen as tight coupling and disparate scores be seen as loose coupling 
in innovation adoption settings; what is the relationship between the 
coupling and implementation; to what extent can SoC be linked with 
intent, LoU with action; can the relationship between SoC and LoU 
shed any light on the theoretical discussions about which comes 
first, intent or action; are all important questions that await fur¬ 
ther research. 
The author began this research by justifying the need for the 
development and research of models for the study of the implementa¬ 
tion of educational innovations, especially from the teacher's per¬ 
spective. Nothing that has happened in the intervening years has 
changed this feeling. However, he did undertake the research with 
the feeling that the CBAM theory would be validated, that the re¬ 
search would champion the perspective of the individual vis-a-vis 
the organizational. The research has led him to greater appreciate 
both the complexities of the adoption process and the strengths of 
the CBAM theory and instrumentation. He looks forward to a more 
aware and sensitive participation in future innovations and use of 
the theory. 
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John Goodlad has recently published another definitive study on 
American education based upon thorough research. Like most others, 
indictments are accompanied by suggestions for sweeping changes. The 
presidential race is heating up. Democratic hopefuls are answering 
the President's resolve to abandon the Department of Education and 
cut back federal spending with statements about presidential neglect 
of children and the need for more federal spending. There has been 
recent concern about the United States' loss of industrial supremacy 
and lack of entrepreneurial imagination and initiative. Goodlad is 
not the only person who indicts schools and by implication teachers 
for failing United States children. Tough love, multicultural ism, 
careers, computers, basics, life-long learning are all buzzwords 
which proliferate the educational landscape with change proposals and 
specific innovations. Moreover, the economy seems to be heating up. 
While people may never throw money at the educational system as they 
did in the sixties, more money may accompany the pressure for change 
and innovation. This Fall, school people will attend a national con¬ 
ference entitled, "I Care About Quality Education," sponsored by the 
American Association for School Administration. Education is truly 
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the turbulent environment that Emery and Trist describe. While the 
author has no illusions about this dissertation being a bridge over 
these troubled waters, his learnings have at least made him less sea¬ 
sick. This concluding chapter is a discussion in three parts: pre¬ 
conditions for innovation; the importance of understanding the nature 
of the innovation; and, knowing about innovations. While the discus¬ 
sion must deal with each in turn, the author hopes that the reader 
will keep a more musical definition to 'three part' in mind. 
Preconditions for Innovation 
One way of looking at the developmental process of the CBAM mod¬ 
el is to see an individual moving from personal (risk-estimate) con¬ 
cerns through management and comfort (structural) concerns to system¬ 
ic (renewal) concerns. While the author has already compared these 
developmental stages to other developmental theories, he also feels 
that there is a cyclical nature to the process that is worth looking 
atJ It is obvious that movement to a new innovation is implicit 
in the final stage. With this movement, the cycle is initiated anew. 
Rationale for the new cycle is an educational interpretation of a 
classical dialectic that goes something like: the structures that 
we have invented to meet the needs of our clients and the community 
have come to have a life of their own and are no longer responsive 
to human needs; in addition, the society has changed and new models 
are needed to keep pace and to adequately reflect the human condi- 
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tion. The innovation, while it has its unique characteristics, is 
nonetheless firmly rooted in definitions of the past, i.e. some re¬ 
mediation of the characteristics of the past structures that are no 
longer responsive to children. It is this link which gives the pro¬ 
cess its dialectic nature. The author feels that there are interest- 
p 
ing parallels in anthropological theory which are worth considering. 
In primitive societies, the dialectic is somewhat static. Ritu¬ 
als and ceremony are roughly analagous to innovation in that they are 
cyclical, regular breaks in the structure of the society which for a 
time overturn laws and norms and patterns and remind all people of 
their communality and humanness, regardless of their place in the 
hierarchy of the society. It is the relationship between the two 
states that is important: 
Spontaneous communitas is richly charged with affects, 
mainly pleasurable ones. Life in "structure" is filled 
with objective difficulties: decisions have to be made, 
inclinations sacrificed to the wishes and needs of the 
group, and physical and social obstacle^ overcome at some 
personal cost. Spontaneous communitas has something "mag¬ 
ical about it." Subjectively there is in it the feeling 
of endless power. But this power untransformed cannot 
readily be applied to the organizational details of social 
distance. It is not substitute for lucid thought and sus¬ 
tained will. On the other hand, structural action swiftly 
becomes arid and mechanical if those involved in it are not 
periodically immersed in the regenerative abyss of communi¬ 
tas. Wisdom is always to find the appropriate relationship 
between structure and communitas under the given circum¬ 
stances of time and place, to accept each modality when it 
is paramount without rejecting the other, and not to cling 
to one when its present impetus is spent.* 
Echoes of Turner's words and concepts are familiar in current organ- 
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izational development theory.^ There are two lessons from the an¬ 
thropological approach which appear to be worthwhile to consider as 
preconditions for innovation. 
The first has to do with leadership style. There have been a 
number of studies about educational innovation which indicate that 
the principal is the key to the success or failure of an innovation 
5 
within the school. The Smith School study seems to confirm this 
finding. Data indicate that the innovation adoption process became 
more problematic in the second year when the principal was on sabbat¬ 
ical. There is the possibility that teachers are more apt to risk 
change (personal concerns as the beginning of the adoption process) 
if the administrator him/herself has a charismatic style, exhibits 
the qualities of a Campbellian hero who leads at great personal sac¬ 
rifice, possesses the truth, and is separate but symbolic of the as- 
pirations of the people s/he leads. In keeping with the theory 
previously mentioned, this 'hero' will also have to be outside the 
existing power structure in a liminal relationship to it. 
The second precondition has to do with the relationship of com- 
munitas and structure, as posited by Turner. Too often, innovations 
in education are reactive rather than proactive, fail to see their 
relationship to what they seek to replace, and millenial, assume that 
both the fervor and concepts of the moment will last forever.7 In 
a complex and turbulent society, this picture of the change process 
can prove problematic. First, there is no concept of the innovation 
in time, and the systemic concept is rather simplistic being a we/ 
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they, inside/outside notion. The impact of innovations with this 
world view tends to be limited. The society is able to coopt them 
in two ways: by tolerating their existence at the fringe of the so¬ 
cial structure but without letting the ideas or practices change much 
of what goes on; or, by re-interpreting those ideas and practices in 
ways that subvert the innovation to traditional goals. The alterna¬ 
tive school movement of the sixties may be a good example of this 
o 
process. Thus, by implication, it seems to the author that the 
second precondition for innovations must be a clear systemic view of 
the change process that takes into account both spatial and temporal 
variables. For example, while some research asserts that real inno¬ 
vation and change can only be initiated from outside a system and 
that left to themselves, most systems work towards maintaining homeo¬ 
stasis, the author would argue that real impetus for lasting change 
is within the system. An extension of this idea can be found in much 
of the research reviewed in Chapter II which argues that teachers do 
not adopt innovations as a result of either the classic diffusion 
9 
process or new ideas which blunt themselves on classroom doors. 
Only innovations or change processes which assume both theory and the 
capability to enter the dialectic process on the part of the adopting 
system will have a chance at success. 
Nately gaped at him in undisguised befuddlement. "Now I 
really don't understand what you're saying. You talk like 
a madman." 
"But I live like a sane one. I was a Fascist when Musso¬ 
lini was on top, and I am an anti-fascist now that he has 
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been deposed. I was fanatically pro-German when the Ger¬ 
mans were here to protect us against the Americans, and now 
that the Americans are here to protect us against the Ger¬ 
mans I am fanatically pro-American." 
"But," Nately cried out in disbelief, "you're a turncoat'. 
A time-saver'. A shameful, unscrupulous opportunist'." 
"I am a hundred and seven years old," the old man reminded 
him suavely. 
(Joseph Heller, Catch 22) 
The author has had this conversation, both directly and indirectly, 
with a number of teachers in different settings. He is sure that he 
is not the only "change agent" to have been so enlightened. 
Understanding the Nature of the Innovation 
As part of the CBAM model, the R&DCTE has stressed the impor¬ 
tance of understanding the specific innovation that is being adop¬ 
ted.10 Other literature also stresses the importance of under¬ 
standing the nature of the innovation.11 Both sets of research see 
this necessity as a way of seeing if the innovation is being imple¬ 
mented. The author's research leads him to hypothesize that the na¬ 
ture of the innovation will affect: adopters' level of commitment; 
the fidelity between the innovation as planned and the innovation as 
adopted; and, the time frame required for movement along the CBAM 
developmental scheme and the presence of certain developmental stag¬ 
es. 
It is easy to say that if individuals are involved in the plan- 
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ning of change, then their commitment to it will be greater than if 
they are not. "User driven" theories of staff development and inno- 
vation are popular. There is a body of organizational develop¬ 
mental writing that argues strongly for this position.^ What, 
then, do we make of the fact that the Smith School data indicate that 
there is a slight withdrawal from commitment to the innovation over 
time and that certain people and role groups exhibit different de¬ 
grees of commitment despite the fact that all of the staff was heav¬ 
ily involved in the planning and choice of the innovation? There is 
one answer to the question which fits easily with the CBAM and 'hum¬ 
anistic' theories—that is, the major thrust of the innovation in 
both theory and structure came from the principal and that the plan¬ 
ning year was more a year in which teachers had their personal con¬ 
cerns answered than it was a year in which they actively invented the 
innovation as a response to their felt needs. However, it is not 
that easy. Evidence suggests that teachers were actively involved 
14 in planning. 
The author believes that the nature of the innovation may be a 
major determining factor in the degree to which teachers commit them¬ 
selves to an innovation adoption process. More specifically, he sees 
the need for paradigms which reflect the degree of risk involved in 
innovations as predictors of how teachers will adopt innovations. 
For example, the Transition Period innovation questioned some Smith 
School staff's strong needs to build a community of children over the 
The Positive Discipline innovation questioned some period of a year. 
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junior high staff's assumptions about children and implied that these 
assumptions were hurting children. It has been the author's experi¬ 
ence that when people are faced with specific issues in implementing 
high risk innovations they are just as apt to question the whole con¬ 
cept as they are to work on the specific problem solution. To trans¬ 
late this idea into CBAM language, certain innovations may always 
have relatively high Stage 2 (Personal) or Stage 6 (Renewal, some¬ 
thing else) Concerns present or just beneath the surface. 
It is the author's belief that the paradigm of risk also influ¬ 
ences the relationship between plans and implementation. In all in¬ 
novations, there are conceptual and technical plans. The conceptual 
might be viewed as a map of the terrain to be covered--the technical 
. . 15 
as the itinerary or steps one uses to cross. The degree to which 
a particular innovation calls into question an individual or group's 
sense of the terrain will reflect the degree to which the implementa¬ 
tion diverges from the plans. If an innovation changes the itinerary 
but keeps the map constant, for example a new reading book for the 
first grade, implementation will more closely resemble plans than if 
the map of the terrain is changed greatly, for example Transition 
Periods. The author would expect to find that the predicted develop¬ 
mental CBAM pattern for innovation adoption more evident in instances 
where the innovation focusses on technique rather than concepts. 
Moreover, if the CBAM pattern is not clear in an innovation process 
that purportedly focusses on technique, the author would assume that 
concepts and values of teachers have been questioned but not directly 
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addressed. 
Finally, while a great deal has been written about the need to 
allow more time for educational change and innovation adoption than 
has been traditionally allotted, the author feels that the nature of 
the innovation will influence the time frame of adoption. Where 
there is high risk involved, the time frame for innovation will have 
to be longer than where there is little risk involved. Thus, under¬ 
standing the nature and degree of risk involved in any innovation may 
also be a precondition for undertaking an adoption process. 
Knowing About Innovations^ 
A man with one watch knows what time it is. 
A man with two watches is never sure. 
The need to have models of inquiry that provide sensitive and 
accurate knowledge about innovation adoption is unquestioned, espe¬ 
cially in light of the push for change, and the norm of change, in a 
turbulent environment. There has been increasing debate about the 
effectiveness and desirability of qualitative or quantitative re¬ 
search: 
Educational researchers have recently devoted increasing 
amounts of time and energy to the issue of one method ver¬ 
sus the other. Unfortunately, much of the discussion has 
tended to obfuscate rather than clarify. There has been a 
tendency to engage in polemics and, at times, name calling. 
We have all heard, if not seen in print at frequently(Or 
as bluntly, one side refer to the other as bankrupt, 
"number-crunchers," or "storytellers." There has also been 
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a tendency to see the two approaches, if not as inter¬ 
changeable, certainly as complementary. The implication is 
that researchers may variously mix the two approaches for 
any particular research or use one at one time and the oth¬ 
er at another time, depending upon the nature of the prob¬ 
lem at hand.17 
Smith continues his paper by showing that both methodologies have 
sound grounding in history and that there are serious epistomological 
differences between the two that cannot be overlooked or glossed ov¬ 
er. In some ways, this debate is like the debate that exists about 
18 
theories of change and innovation. 
What, then, of the CBAM model as a methodology? Given Smith's 
admonition, does it not attempt to use the best of both worlds? It 
uses quantitative methods at the same time it tells the reader to 
pay careful attention to context and that results must be interpreted 
in light of contextual variables? Why not a sensitive ethnomethodol- 
ogical procedure instead? Indeed, Arthur Bolster argues strongly for 
qualitative methodology in working with teachers and research on 
teaching and would have no problem extending the specific situation 
of research on teaching to research on teacher adoption of innova¬ 
tions: 
Unlike the more conventional quantitative modes of social 
science inquiry into teaching, the basic conceptualization 
of this approach is consistent with teachers' perspective 
of their craft. Its basic stance is idiographic; its goal 
is to provide an in-depth understanding of the complexity 
of a particular classroom rather than the experimental der¬ 
ivation of a selected number of elements whose relationship 
can be replicated elsewhere.19 
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The author sees two levels of response to this legitimate ques¬ 
tion: pragmatic and theoretical. At a pragmatic level, the author 
has found that the methodology works. It is usable in that it is un¬ 
obtrusive and practitioner-centered, thus acceptable to teachers. 
Moreover, it produces hard data that must be responded to because 
teachers have committed themselves to a position in the data gather¬ 
ing process. Finally, it is not judgemental but descriptive and thus 
is a non-threatening way of both tracking the progress of innovation 
adoption and providing decision-makers with information for program 
growth. To the degree that teachers see the CBAM methodology as both 
useful and sensitive to the process of innovation adoption, it will 
work and be effective. As it is an effective measure of a cyclical 
process, a measure which contains elements of personal risk, struc¬ 
ture, and communality, the author feels that it may be sensitive to 
both the relationship between structure and communitas and the degree 
to which risk is an important part of the nature of educational inno¬ 
vations. This sensitivity will also make the CBAM methodology a use¬ 
ful tool in innovation adoption. 
The author is uneasy about discussing the theoretical validity 
of the methodology for a number of reasons. First, if the education¬ 
al environment is as turbulent as he believes, then the whole notion 
of a valid theory as traditionally defined is somewhat problematic. 
Second, as he has mentioned elsewhere, one of the ways in which one 
proves the validity of one theory is to subsume others in it, thus 
"proving" that one's theory is more complete than others. Finally, 
177 
in his discussion of the usefulness of the CBAM methodology he im¬ 
plies that effective use of the methodology entails some mix of qual¬ 
itative and quantitative techniques, and thus theory. The notion of 
a theoretical sound methodology seems to push towards "the" way of 
knowing rather than "a" way of knowing. In a turbulent environment, 
in the study of an innovation adoption process which is by its nature 
characterized by change and uncertainty, it seems important to the 
author that an effective methodology should be a metaphor for the 
process and not a theoretical construct. A metaphor in that it can 
be both rich in the fidelity of representation and rich in its abil¬ 
ity to engage people in forging those representative links. 
It is easy to see the difference between quantitative theory and 
the use of metaphor. Perhaps it is not as easy to differentiate be¬ 
tween metaphor and qualitative theory where the emphasis is on the 
richness of the particular setting and the speculation about the de¬ 
gree to which emerging patterns are present in other particular set¬ 
tings. For the author, the difference lies in metaphor's emphasis on 
the person's ability to forge the link between the real (the setting) 
and the metaphor (the representation of the setting, in this case, 
the data); in the emphasis on the individual's responsibility as 
meaning maker and actor in his/her environment. To the extent that 
the CBAM methodology uses both quantitative and qualitative tech¬ 
niques to involve people in actively interpreting the process of 
innovation adoption, then it serves as an effective metaphor in the 
change process. 
178 
The author's bias is showing. Like Rieux in The Plaque, he 
hopes that he has been able to given an accurate account of the re¬ 
search process and its limitations. However, he feels more strongly 
than ever that the perspective of the individual practitioner is 
vital in the change process and the meaning s/he makes of his/her 
experience needs to be valued and elicited in a sensitive and ongoing 
way. 
Poetry and metaphor assume direction with the first line 
laid down, run a course of lucky events, and end in a clar¬ 
ification of life--not necessarily a great clarification, 
such as sects and cults are founded on, but in a momentary 
stay against confusion. (Robert Frost) 
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Work from such varying sources as: Chris Argyris and Donald 
Schon, Theory in Practice: Increasing Organizational Effective¬ 
ness, Jossey-Bass (San Francisco, 1976); Thomas S. Kuhn, The 
Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Chicago University Press 
(Chicago, 1970); Joseph Campbell, The Hero with A Thousand Fac¬ 
es, Princeton University Press (Princeton, 1968); Arnold Van 
Gennes, The Rites of Passage, Chicago University Press, (Chi¬ 
cago, 1960); and Victor W. Turner, The Ritual Process, Aldine 
Publishing Company (Chicago, 1969). 
Victor W. Turner, op. cit. 
Ibid., page 139. 
For example, Seymour B. Sarasson, The Creation of Settings and 
the Future Societies. Jossey-Bass (San Francisco, 1976). 
Rand Corporation, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change 
Vols. I-V (Santa Monica, CA, 1974); the research was done under 
the leadership of John Goodlad with the League of Cooperating 
Schools in California. 
Joseph Campbell, op. cit. 
Victor W. Turner, op. cit. 
Many alternative schools of the sixties have become defined as 
places for "special needs" students or have been incorporated 
into the maintstream with only mild "expressive" freedoms like 
dress code and open campus and electives remaining. 
John Goodlad, Frances Klein, et al.. Looking Behind the Class¬ 
room Door, Jones (Worthington, Ohio, 1974). 
Fene E. Hall, "What Context? Is It In Use?" R&DCTE (Austin, 
Texas, 1977) is the most direct discussion. 
See Chapter II and the literature review. 
Both Teacher Corps and Teacher Center federal programs have made 
use of this term. The author first heard it used by Dale Mann, 
then a professor at Columbia Teachers College. 
This theory is placed nicely in perspective in such books <js: 
Jay R. Galbraith, Organization Design, Addison Wesley (Reading, 
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MA, 1977); Jacob W. Getzels, James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Camp¬ 
bell, Educational Administration as a Social Process, Harper & 
Row (New York, 1968); and E. Mark Hanson, Educational Adminis¬ 
tration and Organizational Behavior, Allyn and Bacon (Boston. 
1979). 
14. The author's interviews over the two-year period of the study 
bears this out. 
15. Getzels et al., op. cit. 
16. The author's sources and thinking about this issue have spanned 
a number of years and have largely focussed on the more general 
topic of quantitative versus qualitative research. For example, 
Barney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The Discovery of Ground¬ 
ed Theory, Aldine Publishing (Chicago, 1973); and Ernest R. 
House, School Evaluation: The Politics and Process, McCutchan 
Publishing (Berkeley, CA, 1973). 
17. John K. Smith, "Quantitative versus Qualitative Research. An 
Attempt to Clarify the Issue," Educational Research, 12, No. 3, 
(March 1983), page 6. 
18. The author admits to a certain uneasiness in the field of theory 
development. His own neuroses may be at work, but he finds that 
much of it seems to be inventing new phrases for old behavior 
and one-up-manship. 
19. Arthur S. Bolster, Jr., "Toward a More Effective Model of Re¬ 
search on Teaching," Harvard Educational Review, 53, No. 3, 
(August 1983), page 303. 
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APPENDIX A 
THE STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE 
AND SCORING INSTRUCTIONS* 
*from Gene E. Hall, Archie A. George, William L. Rutherford, 
"Measuring Stages of Concern About the Innovations: 
A Manual for Use of the SoC Questionnaire," 
R&DCTE (Austin, TX, 1977) 
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The Stage of Concern Questionnaire can be found in Figure A.l. 
Concerns about each stage are represented by five questions each ask¬ 
ing the subject to circle an appropriate response on a Likert Scale 
from 0 (this is an irrelevant concern for me now) to 7 (this is an 
extremely important concern for me now). Table A.2 represents the 
questions that specifically measure an individual's intensity of con¬ 
cerns for all stages. 
The intensity of concern for each stage is measured by summing 
responses to all five of the questions that focus on that particular 
stage. For example, if an individual circled "3" for Question 1, "7" 
for Question 11, "7" for Question 19, "6" for Question 24, and "5" 
for Question 32, his/her raw score for Stage IV would be "32" (see 
Figure A.3). Raw scores for each of the seven stages of concern are 
translated into percentiles based upon the previous use of the ques¬ 
tionnaire. "These percentiles are based upon the responses of 646 
individuals who completed the questionnaire in the spring of 1975. 
The individuals were a carefully selected stratified sample from ele¬ 
mentary schools and higher education institutions with a range of ex¬ 
perience with the innovation of teaming or modules. Experience shows 
that the percentiles in the table are representative of other innova¬ 
tions" (page 26). 
In turn, these percentiles are entered onto the chart (see Fig¬ 
ure A.4) to form a stage of concern profile for an individual or a 
group. The profile is then interpreted according to guidelines es¬ 
tablished by the manual in Chapter IV. The most important mode of 
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interpretation is holistic, with careful attention being paid to the 
way in which contextual variables influence the profiles. 
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Figure A.l 
Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
NHS 





The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine what people who are using or 
thinking about using various programs are concerned about at various times during 
the innovation adoption process. The items were developed from typical responses 
of school and college teachers who ranged from no knowledge at all about various 
Innovations to many years experience in using them. Therefore, a good part of the 
items may appear to be of little relevance or irrelevant to you at this time. For 
the completely irrelevant items, please circle "0" on the scale. Other items will 
represent those concerns you do have. In varying degrees of intensity, and should 
be marked higher on the scale, according to the explanation at the top of each of 
the following pages. 
For example: 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 © 
0 12 3 0 5 6 7 
0© 2 3 4 5 6 7 
©1-234567 
This statement is very true of me at this time. 
This statement Is somewhat true of me now. 
This statement is not at all true of me at this time. 
This statement seems irrelevant to me. 
Please respond to the items in terms of your present concerns, or how you feel 
about your Involvement or potential Involvement with TRANSITION PERIODS. We do not 
hold to any one definition of this innovation, so please think of it in terms of 
vour own perception of what it Involves. Since this questionnaire is used for a 
variety of innovations, the name TRANSITION PERIODS never aopears. However, phrases 
such as "the Innovation," "this approach," and "the new system" all refer to 
TRANSITION PERIODS. Remember to respond to each item in terms of your present 
concerns about your Involvement or potential involvement with TRANSITION PERIODS. 
Thank you for taking time to complete this task.. 
Copyright, 1974 
Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Project 
R&D Center for Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Austin 
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Figure A.l (continued) 
o l 
Not true of me now 
SoC Questionnaire Items 
2 3 4 
Somewhat true of me now 
5 6 7 
Very true of me now 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I am concerned about students' attitudes toward this Inno¬ 
vation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 now know of some other approaches that might work better. 
0 2 3 4 5 6 7 I don't even know what the Innovation is. 
0 2 3 4 5 6 7 I am concerned about not having enough time to organize 
myself each day. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I would like to help other faculty In their use of the 
innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation. 
I would like to know the effect of the reorganization on my 
professional status. 
I am concerned about conflict between my Interests and my 
responsibilities. 
I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would like to develop working relationships with both 
our faculty and outside faculty using this innovation. 
I am concerned about how the innovation affects students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I am not concerned about this innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I would like to know who will make the decisions in the 
new system. 
I would like to discuss the possibility of using the inno¬ 
vation. 
I would like to know what resources are available if we 
decide to adopt this innovation. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I am concerned about my inability to manage all the inno¬ 
vation requires. 
I would like to know how my teaching or administration is 
supposed to change. 
01234567 I would like to familiarize other departments or persons 
with the progress of this new approach. 
Copyright, 1974 
Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM Project 
R&D Center for Teacher Edcuation, The University of Texas at Austin 
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Figure A.l (continued) 
o l 
Not true of me now 
2 3 4 
Somewhat true of me now 
5 6 7 
Very true of me now 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. 
I would like to revise the innovation's instructional approach. 
I am completely occupied with other things. 
I would like to modify our use of the innovation based on 
the experiences of our students. 
Although I don't know about this innovation, I am concerned 
about things In the area. 
I would like to excite my students about their part In this 
approach. 
I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic 
problems related to this innovation. 
I would like to know what the use of the innovation will 
require in the immediate future. 
I would like to coordinate my effort with others to maxi¬ 
mize the innovation's effects. 
34567 I would like to have more information on time and energy 
commitments required by this innovation. 
34567 I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this 
area. 
3 4 5 6 7 At this time, I am not interested in learning about the 
innovation. 
3 4 5.6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
3 4 5 6 7 
I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance or 
replace the innovation. 
I would like to use feedback from students to change the 
program. 
I would like to know how my role will change when I am using 
the innovation. 
Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my 
time. 
I would like to know how this innovation is better than what 
we have now. 
Copyright, 1974 
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Statements on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
Arranged According to Stage 
Statement 
Stage 0 
I don't even know what the innovation is. 
I am not concerned about this innovation. 
I am completely occupied with other things. 
Although I don't know about this innovation, I am concerned 
about things in the area. 
At this time, I am not interested in learning about this inno 
vation. 
Stage 1 
I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation. 
I would like to discuss the possibility of using the innova¬ 
tion. 
I would like to know what resources are available if we decide 
to adopt this innovation. 
I would like to know that the use of the innovation will re¬ 
quire in the immediate future. 
I would like to know how this innovation is better than what 
we have now. 
Stage 2 
I would like to know the effect of reorganization on my pro¬ 
fessional status. 
I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new 
system. .... 
I would like to know how my teaching or administration is sup¬ 
posed to change. 
I would like to have more information on time and energy com¬ 
mitments required by this innovation. 



















Figure A.2 (Continued) 
Statements on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
Arranged According to Stage 
Statement 
Stage 3 
I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself 
each day. 
I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my re¬ 
sponsibilities. 
I am concerned about my inability to manage all the innovation 
requires. 
I am concerned about time spent working with non-academic 
problems related to this innovation. 
Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my 
time. 
Stage 4 
I am concerned about students' attitudes toward this innova¬ 
tion. 
I am concerned about how the innovation affects students. 
I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. 
I would like to excite my students about their part in this 
approach. 
I would like to use feedback from students to change the pro¬ 
gram. 
Stage 5 
I would like to help other faculty in their use of the inno- 
vation. . ... 
I would like to develop working relationships with both our 
faculty and outside faculty using this innovation. 
I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with 
the progress of this new approach. . . 
I would like to coordinate my effort with others to maximize 
the innovation's effects. . ... 
I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this 
area. 
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Figure A.2 (Continued) 
Statements on the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
Arranged According to Stage 
Item Statement 
Stage 6 
2 I now know of some other approaches that might work better. 
9 I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation. 
20 I would like to revise the innovation's instructional ap¬ 
proach. 
22 I would like to modify our use of the innovation based on the 
experiences of our students. 
31 I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or re¬ 
place the innovation. 
197 
Figure A.3 
Examples of Raw Scores Converted to Percentiles 
Stages: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3.0 6.0 7.6 4.6 1.7 5.6 2.1 
12.0 14.0 13.1 8.1 11.7 10.7 9.5 
21.0 15.0 17.0 16.6 19.7 18.5 20.1 
23.0 26.0 18.0 25.1 24.6 27.7 22.5 
30.0 35.5 33.1 39.0 32.5 29.6 31.6 
Raw Total 0 5 8 14 32 31 18 
Percentile 10 27 35 52 86 91 57 
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Figure A.4 
Percentiles for Figure Recorded on Concerns Chart 


















THE LEVELS OF USE INTERVIEW AND SCORING INSTRUCTIONS* 
from Susan Loucks, Beulah Newlove, and Gene E.Ha11, 
"Measuring Levels of Use of the Innovation: A Manual 
for Trainers, Interviewers and Raters," 
R&DCTE (Austin, TX, 1975) 
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The interview is a series of questions and probes about an in¬ 
dividual's level of use of a particular innovation defined by seven 
categories. These categories are found in Figure B.l in the full 
Level of Use Chart along with the Decision Points for each LoU. Fig¬ 
ures B.2 and B.3 present the interview in two forms. Figure B.2 
shows how the interview has been organized into a branching format 
and what the different answers to each question indicate about an in¬ 
dividual's level of use of an innovation. Figure B.3 presents the 
interview question and the purpose each question has in defining an 
individual's level of use of a particular innovation. 
The general guidelines for the rating or scoring procedure start 
by asserting: 
Although there are operational definitions for decision 
points, categories, and overall LoU, the rater in the final 
analysis has to develop a gestalt or global picture of the 
LoU of each user. The final rating is not derivable from 
a straight sum of the category ratings, but is a gestalt 
of how the interviewee is currently using the innovation 
or what s/he is doing at the present time in regard to fut¬ 
ure use (page 43). 
Each interview is rated by coding each respondent statement in the 
appropriate place(s) in the protocol, reaching a judgement about the 
LoU for each category as well as the overall LoU which uses the 
available evidence of the interview and the existing category and LoU 
definitions for use and critical change points, and making an overall 
judgement. Figure B.4 presents a sample interview. Figure B.5 
presents a sample scoring protocol with each statement made by the 
201 
respondent entered at the appropriate place(s), each category Loll 
circled, the overall LoU circled, and interview critique. 
The Manual discusses a number of problematic issues for rating 
an individual's LoU. (1) Some respondents may be multiple level 
LoU's if they are using a particular innovation in two distinct set¬ 
tings. It is important to separate out a particular innovation and 
reach prior agreement on what its configuration is. (2) Some innova¬ 
tions may be connected to other innovations in a bundle, and it is 
advisable to interview about these connected innovations separately. 
(3) It is important to have the respondent substitute a team or total 
school staff's group use of an innovation for his/her individual use. 
(4) Past users and Level V and VI users may be difficult to spot in 
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Interview Questions and Purposes 
Question Purpose 
Are you using the innovation? 
IF YES 
What do you see as the strengths 
and weaknesses of the innovation 
in your situation? Have you made 
any attempt to do anything about 
the weaknesses? 
Are you currently looking for any 
information about the innovation? 
What kind? For what purpose? 
Do you ever talk with others about 
the innovation? What do you tell 
them? 
What do you see as being the 
effects of the innovation? In 
what way have you determined this? 
Are you doing any evaluating, 
either formally or informally, of 
your use of the innovation? Have 
you received any feedback from 
students? What have you done with 
the information you get? 
Have you made any changes recently 
in how you use the innovation? 
What? Why? How recently? Are 
you considering making any 
changes? 
To distinguish between users and 
nonusers; to break LoU 0-11 from 
LoU III-VI. 
To probe Assessing and Knowledge 
categories. 
To probe Acquiring Information 
category. 
To probe Sharing category. 
To probe Assessing category. 
To distinguish between LoU III 
(user-oriented changes), LoU IV B 
(student-oriented changes) and 
LoU IV A (no or routine changes); 
to probe Status Reporting and 
Performing categories. 
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Figure B.3 (Continued) 
Interview Questions and Purposes 
Question Purpose 
As you look ahead to later this 
year, what plans do you have in 
relation to your use of the inno¬ 
vation? 
Are you working with others (out¬ 
side of anyone you may have worked 
with from the beginning) in your 
use of the innovation? Have you 
made any changes in your use of 
the innovation based on this co¬ 
ord inati on? 
Are you considering or planning 
to make major modifications or 
to replace the innovation at this 
time? 
To probe Planning and Status 
Reporting categories. 
To separate Lol) V from III, IV A 
and IV B. If a positive response 
is given, LoU V probes (below) 
are used. 
To separate LoU VI from III, 
IV A, IV B and V. 
LoU V Probes 
How do you work together? How 
frequently? 
What do you see as the strengths 
and the weaknesses of this col¬ 
laboration? 
Are you looking for any particu¬ 
lar kind of information in rela¬ 
tion to this collaboration? 
When you talk to others about your 
collaboration, what do you share 
with them? 
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Figure B.3 (Continued) 
Interview Questions and Purposes 
Question Purpose 
Have you done any formal or infor¬ 
mal evaluation of how your collab¬ 
oration is working? 
What plans do you have for this 
collaborative effort in the 
future? 
IF NO 
Have you made a decision to use 
the innovation in the future? If 
so, when? 
Can you describe the innovation 
for me as you see it? 
Are you currently looking for any 
information about the innovation? 
What kinds? For what purpose? 
What do you see as the strengths 
and weaknesses of the innovation 
for your situation? 
At this point in time, what kinds 
of questions are you asking about 
the innovation? Give examples if 
possible. 
Do you ever talk with others and 
share information about the inno¬ 
vation? What do you share? 
To separate LoU 0 from I; to 
probe Status Reporting, Planning 
and Performing categories. To 
separate LoU I from II. 
To probe Knowledge category. 
To probe Acquiring Information 
category. 
To probe Assessing category. 
To probe Assessing, Sharing and 
Status Reporting categories. 
To probe Sharing category. 
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Figure B.3 (Continued) 
Interview Questions and Purposes 
Question Purpose 
What are you planning with respect To probe Planning category. 
to the innovation? Can you tell 
me about any preparation or plans 
you have been making for the use of 
the innovation? 
Can you summarize for me where you To get a concise picture of the 
see yourself right now in relation user's perception of his/her use 
to the use of the innovation? or nonuse. 
(Optional Question) 
Past Users 
Why did you stop using the innova¬ 
tion? 
Can you describe for me how you 
organized your use of the innova¬ 
tion, what problems you found, 
what its effects appeared to be 
on students? 
When you assess the innovation at 
this point in time, what do you 
see as the strengths and weak¬ 





I: Are you using instructional modules? 
U: Yes, I am. (1) 
I: How much student time do they involve? 
U: Roughly half of the time. They do them outside of class, so it 
varies for different students. (2) 
I: Are they then "hands on," self-paced packages? 
U: Yes. They are completely independent work with stated objec¬ 
tives, pre- and post-tests and, of course, various enabling ac¬ 
tivities. I teach math methods to secondary students as well 
as do some supervising in the public school, so you can see I 
have my hands full. (3) 
I: I certainly can. 
U: That's right. That is where the time problem comes in, just 
trying to keep up with it. It takes a great deal of work from 
me personally. (4) 
I: What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of modules in 
your situation? 
U: I would say I've been pleased with their acceptance by the stu¬ 
dents. However, I'm not using them anywhere to the extent that 
they could be because most of us around here just simply don't 
have the time, and this includes me, to put in the time for the 
extensive conferences with students that is needed. (5) 
I: Are you currently looking for any information about modules? 
U: Yes. I'm searching for commercial modules in the area of math; 
modules that will require less explanation on my part. I feel 
I waste considerable time telling students what could be clearly 
spelled out in the various modules. (6) 
I: Do you ever talk with others about modules? 
U: Some, not a lot. There's only one other person interested in 
math education, and I seldom see her. (7) 
212 
Figure B.4 (Continued) 
Sample Interview 
I: What do you tell others when you talk to them? 
U: I talk about the value of self-pacing for the students and my 
effort to get things arranged better for feedback to students. 
(8) 
I: Why do you focus on feedback? 
U: Well, the students will get behind if I don't keep up with them 
and encourage them. 
I: What do you see as being the effects of using modules? 
U: On me or on the students? (10) 
I: Either or both. 
U: Well, it forces me to set up my objectives, to decide what I 
think they must know. The students seem to like them, so I'd 
say the effects on students in general is better satisfaction 
with the course. (11) 
I: How have you determined this? 
U: It is an impression. My experience is that students complain 
if they don't like something. (12) 
I: Have you received any feedback from students? 
U: They sometimes report that the modules are too long or that they 
are not well organized. (13) 
I: What have you done with the information you get? 
U: Try to shift modules to fit their schedule better and sometimes 
omit one if the pressure gets too great. (14) 
I: Pressure on you or them? 
U: Both. (15) 
I: Does that happen often? 
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Figure B.4 (Continued) 
Sample Interview 
Often enough. Well, as far as field experience is concerned in 
elementary and secondary, there is no direct carry-over of the 
modular approach that I'm using. (16) 
Have you made any changes recently in how you use modules? 
I really haven't changed the modules in any substantial way. 
I've done some reorganizing when things didn't work out very 
well. I've already told you about that, though. (17) 
How recently did you make a change like that? 
Last week, I decided to leave out Module 8 just because there 
wasn't time to work it into the schedule. (18) 
Are you considering making any changes in modules or your use 
of modules? 
Maybe next summer. At this time, I really haven't a good pic¬ 
ture of what is needed. (19) 
In addition to a possible revision next summer, are you looking 
ahead to later this year when it comes to plans in relation to 
modules? 
Well, there is, it seems to me, a pretty high degree of confu¬ 
sion among students as they work with the, what I'm going to 
call the more individualized approach, using learning packets 
or modules, and there's a level of frustration that I've found 
among students because it is so new and unique to them. I've 
said they don't complain, but I plan to cut down on some of the 
scheduling problems we faced this year. (20) 
Are you working with others in your use of modules? 
I'm not. It might be a good thing, but I haven't got into that 
part. The picture is a little mixed among the different members 
of the faculty in terms of the extent to which the use of mod¬ 
ules is, both philosophically and methodologically, consistent 
with their own view of themselves and their professional role 
and so on. (21) 
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Figure B.4 (Continued) 
Sample Interview 
I: Are you considering or planning to make major modifications or 
replace modules at this time? 
U: No. I haven't enough data to do anything like that yet. Mod¬ 
ules themselves are kind of concentrated among relatively few 
in the faculty, and students get exposed to quite different 
sorts of instruction. I'll have to take it easy and see what 
develops. (22) 
I: Any questions you'd like to ask me, or anything you would like 
to add? 
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O-II/III-IV Are you currently using ? 
NO 
Have you ever used it in the past? If so, when? Why did you stop? 
(if yes, go to *, then return) 
O/I-II Have you made a decision to use_in the future? 
I/II If so, when will you begin use? 
Knowledge Can you describe_for me as you see it? 
Acquiring 
Information 
Are you currently looking for any information about 
What kinds? For what purposes? 
Knowledge What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of 







At this point in time, what kinds of questions are you asking 
about_? Give examples if necessary. 
Do you ever talk with others and share information about 
_? What do you share? 
What are you planning with respect to ? Can you 
tell me about any preparation or plans you have been making for 
the use of_? 
Can you summarize for me where you see yourself right now 
in relation to the use of _? 
PAST USERS* 
Can you describe for me how you organized your use of_, what problems you 
found, what its effects appeared to be on students? 
When you assess 
and weaknesses? 
at this point in time, what do you see as the strengths 





Please describe for me how you use __• (Ask sufficient 
questions to get configurations.) 
What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of ___ 
in your situation? (Have you made any attempt to do anything 
about weaknesses? Probe those they mentioned specifically.) 
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Are you currently looking for any information about ? 
What kind? For what purposes? 
Do you work with others in your use of ? Have you made 
any changes in your use of_based on this coordination? 
(if yes, go to +) 
Do you ever talk with others about_? What do you tell them? 
(Have you considered any alternatives or different ways of doing 
things with the program?) Are you doing any evaluating, either 
formally or informally, that would affect your use of ? 
Have you received any feedback from students that would affect 
the way you're using_? What have you done with the infor¬ 
mation that you get? 
Have you made any changes recently in how you use _? What? 
Why? How recently? Are you considering making any changes? 
As you look ahead to later this year, what plans do you have in 
relation to your use of_? 
Are considering or planning to make major modifications or replace 
_ at this time? 
+LoU V Probes 
1. How do you work together? What things do you share with each other? 
2. How frequently? 
3. What do you see as the effects of the collaboration? 
4. Are you looking for any particular kind of information in relation to this 
collaboration? 
5. Do you talk with others about your collaboration? If so, what do you share with 
them? 
6. Have you done any formal or informal evaluation of how your collaboration is working? 
7. What plans do you have for this effort in the future? 
If yes, go to III-V/VI; If no, go to Sharing. 
APPENDIX C 





History of Stages of Concern Instrument 
1. Initial Instruments: The first pilot instruments con¬ 
sisted of an open-ended concerns statement and a forced 
ranking. 
2. Stance: Two strategies are being employed. The first 
is an attempt to build a highly acceptable psychometric 
instrument in the form of a quick scoring pencil and 
paper questionnaire. The second strategy entails the 
development of a clinical instrument using open-ended 
questions and an objective scoring procedure for clas¬ 
sifying individuals according to their expressed con¬ 
cerns, information needs, positive or negative affect 
and self-reported activities in regard to the innovation 
under investigation. 
3. Item Writing: Staff members were asked to write items 
that could indicate a concern of an individual at a 
particular Stage of Concern. Definitions of concerns, 
modules, teaming, and the scale points in the CBAM paper 
were used as guidelines. Items were also selected from 
the open-ended concerns statement. 
4. Q-Sort of Items: 544 items were generated by the staff. 
Using the definitions from the CBAM paper, item cards 
were sorted into eight groups by ten people correspond¬ 
ing to the seven Stages of Concern and an "unacceptable" 
category. The result of the Q-sort indicated that at 
least 400 items were agreed upon by six or more of the 
judges as being related to a given Stage of Concern. 
5. Editing and Selection of Items: Items classified as 
relating to a certain Stage of Concern by six or more 
judges were edited for redundancy and reworded into 
complete statements. 195 items were selected through 
this process and included on the pilot instrument. 
6. Pilot Test of 195-Item Checklist: 
Stage of Concern Checklist 1 (Modules) 
Stage of Concern Checklist 2 (Teaming) 
500 SoCC Questionnaires were sent out to institutions. 
359 were returned. 
Data Analysis: Distributions of responses on the 195- 
iterns indicated a wide range of concern within the popu¬ 
lation sampled on nearly all the items. Preliminary 




Status Check 1 through 10 
CBAM Progress Report 
Spring, 1974 
Memorandum 
March 15, 1974 
CBAM Proposal 
Memorandum 
February 21, 1974 
Memorandum 
February 28, 1974 
CBAM Progress Report 
Spring, 1974 
Memorandum 




June 14, 1974 
Memorandum 
June 28, 1974 
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Figure C.l (continued) 
cated most items correlate most highly with the subscale 
measuring the stage to which the item was assigned, some¬ 
what less with subscales measuring adjacent stages, and 
very little with subscales farther removed. Factor 
analysis indicated seven factors explain over 60% of the 
common variance among the 195 items. Rotation toward 
predefined, stage-related factors indicated varimax 
rotated factors correlate .63 to .94 with hypothesized 
factors, five of the seven correlations being over .80. 
7. SEOL Concern Checklist: Southwest Educational Develop- 
ment Laboratory inquired about our work with concerns 
measurement and asked for a measure for use in a work¬ 
shop and follow-up study. A 60-item checklist was con¬ 
structed for them, ten items for each of the six Stages, 
1 through 6. Concerns about a preschool Thinking and 
Reasoning program were assessed on thirteen teachers who 
were to use the program for the first time at three 
points in time: pre-workshop, post-workshop, and 6- 
month follow-up. Scores on the lower stages decreased 
over time while those on higher stages increased. 
8. Roanoke Study: In July, 1974, a workshop was conducted 
at Roanoke, Virginia, for teachers who were to use a new 
reading program. Later in the summer, SoC scores of 
teachers who had attended the workshop were compared 
with scores of teachers who were also going to use the 
program, but who had not attended the workshop. The 
workshop teachers expressed less overall concern about 
the innovation than the non-workshop teachers, but 
expressed higher concerns on Stages 3, 5 and 6. The 
non-workshop group had higher concerns about Stages 0, 
1 and 2 than the workshop group. No significant 
difference was observed on Stage 4 concerns. 
9. Reliability: Test-retest reliabilities for the seven 
scales were examined using a sample of 132 individuals 
who were selected to represent a wide range of concerns 
about the innovations of teaming or modules. A one-week 
test-retest interval revealed correlations of subscale 
scores over time which ranged from .65 to .86. Six of 
the seven test-retest correlations were above .71, four 
were above .80. 
Internal consistency (alpha) coefficients ranged from 
.80 to .93, with five items per scale. 
Intercorrelation of subscale scores indicated that the 
scales were highly independent, except that the scales 




July 30. 1974 
Printout 
September 10, 1974 
Memorandum 
November 6, 1974 
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Figure C.l (continued) 
Information 
Source 
10. Validity; In addition to the indications of validity 
noted above, studies of congruence between SoC scores 
and interview assessments of concerns, open-ended state¬ 
ments of concerns, and alternate self-report of concerns 
in a structured interview-questionnaire situation were 
done. Validity reflecting correlation coefficients of 
.50 and above were found in several studies using alter¬ 
nate measures of concerns. 
11. The Open-Ended SoC Instrument: A manual for assessing 
open-ended statements of concern about an innovation has 
been published. This manual presents details of the use 
and scoring of an open-ended concerns statement. This 
instrument is useful for compiling clinical impressions 
of the concerns of a group in preparation for a workshop 
or as an aid to consultants working with educational 
institutions. 
12. The SoC Questionnaire: A manual for use of the SoC 
Questionnaire was published. This manual describes the 
Stages of Concern theory, the development of the SoCQ 
scoring and interpreting the SoCQ, as well as the ques¬ 
tionnaire itself, along with a FORTRAN program for 
scoring the SoCQ data. 
Memorandum 
September 25, 1974 
Memorandum 
November 11, 1974 
Memorandum 
November 19, 1974 
Memorandum 
December 9, 1974 
Memorandum 
January 29, 1975 
Memorandum 
February 6, 1975 
Memorandum 
February 17, 1975 
Memorandum 
May 22, 1975 
Memorandum 
August 11, 1975 
Memorandum 
December 17, 1975 
Newlove and Hall, 
A Manual for Assessing 
Open-Ended Statements 
of Concern About an 
Innovation, 1976 
Hall, George, and 
Rutherford, Measuring 
Staoes of Concern 
About the innovation: 
A Manual for Use of 
the SoC QuestionnaTre, 
1977 
13. Use of the SoC Questionnaire: More than 7,000 ques- 
tionnaires have been completed and analyzed on over 40 
innovations. 126 manuals have been disseminated by 
PAEI staff. Approximately 20% of the SoCQ data pro¬ 
cessed by PAEI was collected by persons not affiliated 
with the R&0 Center at Austin for studies they initiated. 
PAEI Database Log Book 
March 1, 1978 
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Figure C.2 
History of Levels of Use Instrument Development 
Information 
Source 
1. Stance: Originally it was thought that the seven 
hypothesized Levels of Use should be measured using 
a coordinated interview plus observation or "hands- 
on" evidence for each user. Therefore development 
began of both an observation instrument and an inter¬ 
view protocol. 
2. Item Writing: Staff members were asked to write 
items that would indicate a behavior typical of 
innovation users at different Levels of Use. A 
total of 993 items were written. 
3. Q-Sort: Staff members Q-sorted the items by Level 
of Use, creating criteria that each item apply to one 
and only one level and that it be unambiguous. The 
seven LoU plus a reject category were used. 
4. Categorization: Working from printouts of Q-sorted 
items, the LoU committee agreed upon and defined a 
set of categories for classifying different types 
of user behaviors within and across levels. These 
categories are: 
Knowledge Planning 
Acquiring Information Status Reporting 
Sharing Using 
Assessing 
Items were further divided into those appropriate 
for interview and those requiring observation. 
During June 1974, different subgroups went to work 
on each of these two subsets of items. 
5. Change in Stance: Discussions of both future 
utility and cost feasibility led to the conclusion 
that the interview would be relied upon as primary 
LoU instrument, provided that a validation study, 
done on a smaller scale and utilizing observation 
and "hands-on" evidence, were successful. However, 
a brief "on site" observation checklist would still 
be used with all interviews. 
6. Parallel Theory Development: Using the seven 
LoU categories, scalepoint definitions were 
written for the seven Levels of Use across the 
categories (LoU Chart). Decision points were 
written for differentiating adjacent Levels of Use. 
Program Proposal for 
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7. (a) Interview Protocol Development: Several formats 
were explored for use in a structured interview. 
Originally, questions were written to tap loll for 
each of the ten categories; these questions were 
prompted by printout items that were viewed as 
possible responses. A series of telephone inter¬ 
views of people at various Loll was initiated and 
changes in questions and format were based on the 
responses and reactions of those Interviewed. A 
branching format was developed incorporating use of 
the decision points differentiating loll (see loU 
Chart). Probes were written using the categories 
for further confirmation of estimated Level of Use. 
Preliminary reliability studies were conducted 
following training of nine interviewer/coders. 
(b) levels of Use Interview Reliability-Validity 
Study: Ouring September 1974, 82 teachers were 
interviewed about team teaching and 82 higher 
education faculty were interviewed about instruc¬ 
tional modules. Interviews were taped and later 
coded by the interviewer and two others. Inter¬ 
rater reliabilities for coding overall Level of 
Use ranged from .89 to .99. Reliabilities for 
coding of LoU categories ranged from .69 to .99. 
However, the percentage of agreement is indica¬ 
tive of a need to refine some scalepoint defini¬ 
tions. 
8. Progress in Observation Measurement Development: 
It was decided that an observation instrument 
would be developed for use in an interview 
validation study. Originally, a generic observa¬ 
tion system was proposed with examples for 
specific Innovations. Another approach was 
explored using the characteristics of the specific 
innovation. An observation system for analyzing 
team meetings was also under construction. 
9. Use of Level of Use Interview in Cross-Sectional 
Study: During October and November, 1974, 321 
teachers and 269 higher education faculty were 
interviewed in Massachusetts, Nebraska, Colorado, 
New York, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana and Texas. 
10 Parallel Theorv Development: Based on experiences 
in the field, the Level ot"Use Scalepoint Defini¬ 
tions (LoU Chart) were refined. An article presen¬ 
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Information 
Source 
Journal of Teacher Education during the Christmas 
vacation. 
11. Rater Training: Nine individuals not previously 
knowledgeable of the Loll concept and with varying 
degrees of education experience were trained to rate 
Loll interview tapes. Percent agreement on overall 
LoU ranged from 60% to 70%. Interrater reliabilities 
ranged from .87 to .96. A rating procedure was estab¬ 
lished for rating the fall 1974 and spring 1975 tapes 
in which two raters would rate each tape and a third 
would rate if discrepancies existed. 
12. Use of Level of Use Interview in Longitudinal 
Studies: In the spring of 1975, after further re¬ 
finement of the interview procedure, interviews were 
conducted at the same schools and colleges used in 
the fall 1974 cross-sectional study (creating, in 
addition to a longitudinal study, another cross- 
sectional study). In the fall of 1975, this sample 
was reduced and interviews conducted on this reduced 
sample. In the summer of 1975 and again in the fall, 
interviews were conducted on a sample of teachers 
of the SCIS science curriculum as part of a small- 
scale longitudinal study. 
13. Rating Decisions for Fall 1975 Tapes: It was deter¬ 
mined that for tapes rated to date 60% of final 
ratings agreed with initial interviewer ratings. 
It was decided that the interviewer could be con¬ 
sidered a reliable rater so that only one additional 
rating would be made for subsequent tapes. 
14. The LoU Manual: Levels of Use of the Innovation: 
A Manual for Trainers. Interviewers and Raters: 
A manual describing and instructing in the use of 
the LoU interview, was written during 1975. 
15. The Use of Training Tapes -- Supplementary to the 
Manual. Measuring Levels of Use of the Innovation: 
This supplementary manual contains a step-by-step 
description of how training tapes fit into the 
recommended procedure of training as provided by 
the manual: Measuring Levels of Use of the Innova- 
tion by Loucks, New love, and Hall. Fourteen tapes 
representing all LoU's are used to underscore 








December 12, 1974 
(p. 22 of LoU Manual) 
Memorandum 
November 21, 1975 
(numbers in samples) 
Memorandum 
July 16, 1975 
(sample reduction) 
Memorandum 
May 18, 1975 
(outline of SCIS study) 
Memorandum 
August 8, 1975 
Memorandum 
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Information 
Source 
subtleties that underlie skillful Level of Use 
interviewing and rating. An easily-referenced 
chart of the tapes, discussion, rating decisions, 
and interviewer probing are included. 
APPENDIX D 




Stages of Concern About the Innovation 
0 Unaware: No indication of awareness that the innovation exists. There may 
be interest in similar innovations or a complete absence of aware¬ 
ness or interest in the area. 
1. No indicators of interest in learning of new things in area that innovation 
is a part of. 
2. Interest in learning of things in the area is expressed. 
I. Awareness: Indicates a general awareness of the innovation. The potential 
adopter is likely to inquire about obvious characteristics of 
the Innovation and of himself in relation to it in various non¬ 
specific ways (e.g., expressions of general feeling toward 
innovation, limited evaluation, passive, passing interest in it) 
may even Include expressions of concern about possible personal 
conflict or threats toward self and personal status quo. 
1. No need expressed, passive, no further interest, no questions. 
2. Expresses a need to learn more of a general nature about the innovation 
and getting a broad superficial overview. What does the innovation look 
like in general to me and my "program?" 
3. Expresses need to learn more specific Information. How do I learn more 
detail? 
II. Exploration: Indicates exploration of the roles played by the individual 
user and of the demands placed upon him; also includes explora¬ 
tion of role in relation to the reward structure of the organi¬ 
zation and exploration of potential conflicts with existing 
structures or personal comnitment that have financial or status 
implications. 
1. Expresses fear, worry, doubt about the future role he must play if 
innovation is adopted. Worries relate to self, self in structure, and 
personal or professional rewards. 
2. Expresses ambivalence toward the innovation, his role in relation to it, 
and its effect on the institution's social and professional structure. 
3. Expresses questions of a constructive, problem-solving nature in rela¬ 
tion to his role, place in the structure, and personal and professional 
future. Queries reflect a commitment toward the innovation and a drive 
toward movement. 
III. Early Trial: Indicates user's exploration of his performance and manipulation 
of materials and time. 
1. Expresses lack of confidence in his ability to carry out his role with 
the innovation. Expresses discomfort about his ability to handle the 
organizational aspects of the innovation. 
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2. Expresses uncertainty about the use of the innnovation and tends to 
interpret materials too literally; requires confirmation that his actions 
are proper. 
3. Expresses general confidence in using the innovation but probes details 
of organization, sequencing, etc., to make operational use of the innova¬ 
tion more efficient. 
IV. Limited Impact: Indicates user’s exploration of impact of innovation on 
clients in his immediate sphere of influence. 
1. Expresses a need to insure that learners are receiving what they need 
to function effectively with the innovation; seeks confirmation that 
he Is doing an effective job with the innovation. 
2. Expresses desire to identify means by which the learners can gain more 
from the Innovation the next time it Is used; seeks to become more 
effective by eliciting feedback from learners. 
3. Expresses need for learners to be able to relate their experiences with 
the innovation with broader goals of the course; recognizes a personal 
need to become more knowledgeable about the total operation within the 
program. 
V. Maximum Benefit: Indicates user's exploration of the total impact of the 
innovation in an institutional context on learners and 
users. 
1. Expresses a desire to gain an understanding of what is going on within 
other parts of the institution in order to integrate more fully the 
learner's experiences with the innovation; expresses desire to seek 
effective working relationship with colleagues to further the goals 
of the innovation. 
2. Expresses a desire to maximize the outcomes of the collective effort 
within the institution with respect to the innovation; expresses a 
desire to share his experience with others in order to increase the 
group's capacity to use the innovation. 
3. Expresses a need to identify conditions that would tend to sustain the 
maximum level of output with respect to the innovation; expresses need 
to achieve full satisfaction for self and the group. 
VI. Renewal; Indicates user's exploration of new or better ways to reach the 
same goals or new goals. 
1 Expresses desire to adapt the Innovation in order to integrate the 
latest advances in the fields related to the innovation; expresses 
desire to acquire information and skill which will assist in main¬ 
taining current professional level. 
2. Expresses need to explore and identify better means to achieve what 
is already effective output with respect to the innovation; expresses 
desire to incorporate new techniques into his professional repertoire. 
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3. Expresses need to keep himself and the institution open to new ideas, 
goals, and means of achieving maximum outcomes for learners and 
users; expresses desire for experiences that will broaden his outlook 
on his personal and professional life. 
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Levels of Use of the Innovation 
0 Non use: State in which the user does not know that the innovation exists. 
Knowledge 
1. No knowledge of the inno¬ 
vation or any other similar 
innovation. 
2. Has general knowledge that 
there are efforts to develop 
innovations in the area. 
Action 
1. No action is being made either 
to individually develop or find 
out about efforts in the area. 
2. Solicits general Information 
from various sources about any 
efforts that are going on. 
I. Orientation: State In which the user is acquiring information about the 
Innovation, its value orientation, its demands upon him, and 
the user system. 
Knowledge Action 
1. Knows name and source of 
innovation. 
2. Knows where to get sufficient 
information to formulate decision 
alternatives. 
3. Has sufficient information 
about innovation and its 
implementation requirements 
to make a go/no-go decision. 
II. Initial training: An action stage in 
logistics and use i 
1. Solicits descriptive information 
about the innovation. 
2. Solicits actual materials and 
analyzes them. 
3. Makes an informed decision to 
use the innovation or not to 
use it. 
which the user is being trained in the 
if the innovation. 
Knowledge Action 
III. 
1. Knows time requirements for 
training; knows general logis¬ 
tics and requirements for use 
of innovation. 
2. Knows components of innovation 
and its general characteristics. 
3. Knows content of innovation for 
learners and general instructional 
and logistical requirements for 
professionals. 
1. Examines materials in terms of 
training mode and duration. 
2. Studies actual materials for 
learners and instructors to acquire 
knowledge and skills. 
3. Prepares to initiate pilot project 
and engages in tryout of innovation. 
Mechanical: A stage of innovation implementation where users are engaged in pilot use of the innovation. The user is engaged in a step-wise 
attempt to master the tasks required by the innovation, often 
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resulting in disjointed and superficial use. 
Knowledge 
1. Knows only on a day-to-day 
basis what the innovation 
demands. 
2. Has sufficient knowledge to 
cope with the minimal daily 
requirements of the innovation. 
3. Knows detailed information 
about the innovation, its 
content, and its potential. 
Action 
1. Implementation demonstrates 
lack of effective management 
and lack of anticipation of 
immediate/intermediate conse¬ 
quences . 
2. Demonstrates control over day- 
to-day use of innovation but 
lacks ability to plan beyond that. 
3. Handles well the mechanical 
aspects of the innovation, yet 
fails to attend to impact of 
the Innovation on learners. 
IV. Independent: A state of innovation usage where the user handles the innovation 
well as an individual with quality impact on learners in his 
immediate sphere of influence, yet fails to integrate his work 
with the total system's effort. 
Knowledge Action 
1. Knows the cognitive effects 
of the innovation on the learner 
and the relative effectiveness 
of alternative practices. 
2. Recognizes affective responses of 
learners as a result of his manipu¬ 
lation of methods with the innovate 
3. Knows cognitive and affective 
effects of innovation on his 
learners and how he can get 
the most out of the innovation 
for learners. 
1. Explores and experiments with 
alternate combinations of inno¬ 
vations with existing practices. 
2. Examines impact of various combina¬ 
tions of existing methods and inno- 
i. vation elements on his students. 
3. Maximizes learner involvement 
with innovation by adopting 
flexible elements of the innovation. 
V. Integrated: Stage in which the user is actively seeking ways to combine his 
efforts in using the innovation with colleagues to achieve a 
collective impact on all learners within an institution. 
Knowledge 
1. Has minimal knowledge of how 
others are using the innovation. 
2. Has good understanding of what 
colleagues are doing. 
Action 
1. Seeks out information from colleagues 
about what they are doing and develops 
tentative plans for coordination with 
them. 
2. Experiments with alternate patterns 
of use of the innovation based on 
collaboration with colleagues. 
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3. Knows how his use of the innova¬ 
tion and others’ work can provide 
maximum impact for learners. 
3. Implements most effective system 
for the innovation, which employs 
successful collaborative efforts 
and yields a high degree of impact 
on learners. 
VI. Renewing; The stage of use of an innovation in which the user re-evaluates the 
quality of use of the innovation, seeks new alternatives to achieve 
impact on learners, examines new developments in the field, and 
identifies new goals for himself and the institution. 
Knowledge 
1. Has experiential knowledge 
of other innovations and 
their potential use in his 
situation. 
2. Has knowledge of innovations 
in his own and related fields 
and their implications for 
improving the quality of 
learning within his institu¬ 
tion. 
3. Has broad knowledge of emerging 
alternative goals and means for 
education and the culture and 
perceives the dynamic role of his 
work and his institution as a vital 
part of the social system. 
Action 
1. Begins to experiment with sophis¬ 
ticated adaptations of the innova¬ 
tion in order to achieve more effective 
impact on learners. 
2. Seeks out new alternatives to 
enhance or replace the innovation. 
3. Systematically evaluates effective¬ 
ness of innovation and re-appraises 
goals while seeking more effective 
means and perhaps new goals in the 
pursuit of optimal learner impact. 

